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MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 


TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GUARD, 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY, AND NAVIGATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT M. ARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edward A. Garmatz, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Representatives Garmatz, Clark, Lennon, Oliver, John- 
son, and Curtin. 

Present also: John M. Drewry, chief counsel, and William B. Win- 
field, chief clerk. 

Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will come to order. 

The purpose of this meeting is to hear H.R. 9449, a bill to amend 
certain section of title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel 
matters in the U.S. Coast Guard, and for other purposes. 

This bill was transmitted to the Congress and referred to this com- 
mittee by executive communication No. 1579. 

It involves a number of very import: int organizational matters af- 
fecting the Coast Guard. 

The witnesses this morning will be Mr. A. Gilmore Flues, Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Treasury, and Vice Adm. A. C. Richmond, Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard. 

(H.R. 9449 follows :) 


[H.R. 9449, S6th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend certain sections of Title 14, United States Code, relating to personnel 
matters in the United States Coast Guard, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That Title 14, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) Section 41 is amended by inserting the words “an admiral,” before the 
words “a vice admiral” in the first sentence thereof. 

(2) Section 42 is amended by striking out in the first sentence the words 
“three thousand” and inserting the words “three thousand five hundred” in place 
thereof. 

(3) Section 44 is amended— 

(A) By striking out in the second sentence the word “line”, and by strik- 
ing out the word “commander” and inserting the word “captain” in place 
thereof. 

(B) By striking out the word “vice” in the third sentence thereof. 

(4) Section 45 is repealed. 

(5) Section 46 is amended to read as follows: 


Sn 
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“$ 46. Retirement of Commandant 

“(a) Any commandant who is not reappointed shall, at the expiration of his 
term, be retired with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(b) A Commandant who is retired for physical disability shall be placed on 
the retired list with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(¢c) Upon completion of two and one-half years or more of service as Com- 
mandant, any officer who is so serving may, at any time thereafter without regard 
to total length of service, upon his own application, in the discretion of the 
President, be retired with the grade and retired pay of admiral. 

“(d) A Commandant who retires within two and one-half years of the date of 
his original appointment as Commandant shall retire in his permanent grade 
and with the retired pay of that grade.” 

(6) Section 47 is amended to read as follows: 


“$47. Assistant Commandant; assignment; retirement 


“(a) The President may appoint, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, one Assistant Commandant who shall rank next after the Commandant, 
shall perform such duties as the Commandant may prescribe and shall act as 
Commandant during the absence or disability of the Commandant or in the event 
that there is a vacancy in the office of Commandant. The Assistant Command- 
ant shall be selected from the active list of officers who hold a permanent com- 
mission as captain or above. The Commandant shall make recommendation 
for such appointment. The Assistant Commandant shall, while so serving, 
have the grade of vice admiral with pay and allowances of that grade. The 
appointment of an Assistant Commandant shall be effective on the date the 
officer assumes such duty, and shall terminate on the date he is detached from 
such duty. 

“(b) An Assistant Commandant, while so serving, who is retired for physical 
disability shall be placed on the retired list with the grade and retired pay of 
vice admiral. 

“(c) Upon completion of two and one-half years or more of service as Assistant 
Commandant, any officer who is so serving may, at any time thereafter without 
regard to total length of service, upon his own application, in the discretion of 
the President, be retired with the grade and retired pay of vice admiral unless 
entitled to a higher retired grade under other provisions of law. 

“(d) An Assistant Commandant who retires within two and one-half years 
of the date of his original assignment as Assistant Commandant shall retire in 
his permanent grade and with the retired pay of that grade unless entitled to 
a higher retired grade under other provisions of law. However, section 243 of 
this title shall not apply to an officer retiring within two and one-half years of 
the date of his original assignment as Assistant Commandant.” 

(7) Sections 48 and 49 are repealed. 

(8) The analysis of chapter 3 is amended by striking out the following items: 
“45. Permanent grade of Commandant on expiration of terms 


“47, Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief ; appointment 
“48. Permanent grade of Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief on expiration of 


term 

“49. Retirement of Assistant Commandant and Engineer in Chief”’ 
and inserting the following item in place thereof : 
“47. Assistant Commandant ; assignment; retirement.” 

(9) Section 186 is amended to read as follows: 
“$186. Civilian teaching staff 

“The Secretary may appoint in the Coast Guard such number of civilian 
members of the teaching staff at the Academy as the needs of the Service may 
require, whose compensation shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended. They shall have such titles and perform duties as 
prescribed by the Secretary. Leaves of absence and hours of work for such 
personnel shall be governed by regulations issued by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Without regard to section 84, chapter 18, subchapter IV of chapter 21, sec- 
tions 1112, 1113, and 1121-1125, and chapter 23, of title 5.” 

(10) Section 187 is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 187. Permanent commissioned teaching staff ; composition 

“The permanent commissioned teaching staff at the Academy shall consist 
of professors, associate professors, assistant professor and instructors, in such 
numbers as the needs of the Service require. They shall perform duties as 
prescribed by the Commandant, and exercise command only in the academic 
department of the Academy.” 
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(11) Section 188 is amended— 

(A) By striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the word “instructors”; and 

(B) By striking out in the second sentence the word “instructor” and 
inserting the words “member of the teaching staff” in place thereof. 

(12) Section 189 is amended— 

(A) By striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the word “instructors”. 

(B) By striking out in the last sentence the word “or’ which precedes 
the word “assistant”, and inserting a comma and the words “or instructor” 
after the words ‘assistant professor’’. 

(13) Section 190 is amended— 

(A) By striking out in the first sentence the word “commissioned” which 
precedes the words “instructors in the Coast Guard”. 

(B) By striking out in the first sentence the words “instructor or civilian 
librarian” which precede the words “at the Academy” and inserting the 
words “member of the teaching staff” in place thereof. 

(C) By striking out the word “commissioned” which precedes the word 
“instructor” wherever it appears in this section. 

(14) Section 191 is amended— 

(A) By striking out in the title of this section the words “civilian instruc- 
tor” and inserting the words “member of civilian teaching staff’ in place 
thereof. 

(B) By striking out the words “civilian instructor or civilian librarian” 
and inserting the words “member of the civilian teaching staff” in place 
thereof. 

(C) By striking out the word “commissioned” wherever it appears. 

(15) The analysis of chapter 9 is amended by striking out the following 
items: 
“191. Credit for service as civilian instructor” 


and inserting the following items in place thereof: 
“191. Credit for service as member of civilian teaching staff” 


(16) Section 222 is amended by striking out the words, “except that the 
Assistant Commandant shall, while holding such office, be next in precedence 
to the Commandant.” 

(17) Subsection (c) of section 247 is amended by striking out all language 
following the words “as Commandant” and inserting a period in lieu of the 
comma following the word “Commandant”. 

(18) Section 365 is amended— 

(A) By inserting in the first sentence after the word “extended” the 
words ‘and re-extended”; and by striking out in the same sentence the word 
“four” and inserting the word “six” in place thereof. 

(B) By adding at the end of the first sentence the following new sen- 
tence: “However, the total of all such extensions of an enlistment may not 
exceed six years.” 

(19) Section 462 is amended by striking out the words “whose pay and allow- 
ances are specifically provided by this or any other law to be the pay and 
allowances of the upper half,” and inserting the words “rear admirals who 
may be serving as Commandant and Assistant Commandant,”. 

Sec. 2. The increased grade of admiral for the Commandant and vice admiral 
for the Assistant Commandant, including the pay and allowances applicable to 
such grades, shall be effective on the first day of the month following enactment 
of this Act. 

Sec. 3. Except as provided by section 2, the amendments by section 1 shall 
not operate to change or deprive the present incumbents serving as Commandant, 
Assistant Commandant, and Engineer in Chief of any rights, benefits and privi- 
leges appertaining to such offices on the day preceding the date of enactment of 
this Act, nor to divest them of their offices for the terms appointed. 


Mr. Garmarz. Our first witness this morning will be Mr. A. Gilmore 
Flues, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. Mr. Flues. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. A. GILMORE FLUES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE TREASURY 


Mr. Garmatz. Do you have anyone else with you ¢ 

Mr. Furs. I have only Admiral Richmond. 

Mr. Garmarz. I thought you might have one of your staff mem- 
bers with you. 

Mr. Fives. I have no staff member with me. 

Mr. Garmatz. Will you give your name‘ 

Mr. Fives. The name is A. Gilmore Flues, Assistant Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not come here with any prepared statement. 
A detailed description of this bill can best be given by Admiral 
Richmond, who is also listed to appear as a witness before you. 

Unless you would want me to go into detail myself, I would there- 
fore confine my remarks to saying that the Treasury Department 
regards this bill as essential to the improvement of the Coast Guard. 
There are important matters contained in it. 

We have worked over this bill carefully with the Coast Guard 
people, and it has the hearty approval and support of Robert An- 
derson, the Secretary of the Treasury. 

The bill has been routed through and cleared by all departments 
of the Government which conceivably could be interested in it. 

The administration, to my knowledge, is also supporting this bill. 

Therefore, I would like to urge this committee to approve it as it 
has been drafted. 

If there are any questions that the chairman or any member of 
the committee would like to ask, I would be very happy to answer 
them. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Curtin, do you have questions at this time? 

Mr. Currin. Not at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatrz. Mr. Oliver ? 

Mr. Oxtver. Mr. Chairman, the only question that occurs to me 
is this: I notice here on page 1 of this executive communication that 
the Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that 
there is no objection to the submission of this proposed legislation. 

Does this mean, Mr. Secretary, that the Bureau of the Budget is In 
approval of this legislation / 

Mr. Fives. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jounson. I just wanted to ask, from the standpoint of costs, 
whether there are increases in costs by virtue of the change. 

Mr. Fuves. Sir, the cost is very minor. It has been computed 
variously as being approximately $8,900 per year in additional cost. 

This might be a little bit higher. 

I have also heard that it could go as high as $11,000. However, 
these sums are computed on the absolute maximum; in other words, 
if you had people living who had been assistant commandants and 
commandants in addition to those who were active, so that the proba- 
bility is that the cost will not come to the figures x? at have been set. 

While this amount is certainly not insignificant, it. is a minor cost 
when we reflect on all the obligations of the U.S. C heat Guard, and 
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I am sure that it would be absorbed in the general Coast Guard ap- 
propr lation. 

Mr. Jonunson. Is that a constant cost, or over the years would there 
be a substantial increase / 

Mr. Fives. It could only increase if retired pay was increased. 
It would also be an expense that would vary as men died or another 
one came on into the retired list. 

Mr. Jonnson. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Garmarz. Thank you. 

We may call you back k ater after the admiral goes a little more into 
detail. 

Vice Admiral Richmond ? 


STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. ALFRED C. RICHMOND, COMMANDANT, 
U.S. COAST GUARD 


Admiral Ricrmonp. My name is Alfred C. Richmond, Vice Ad- 
miral, Commandant, Coast Guard. 

Mr. Chairman, Ihave a prepared statement and, with your per- 
mission, because it does go into the details of the bill, I would prefer 
to read it into the record. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you 
today in connection with your consideration of H.R. 9449, a bill “to 
amend certain sections of Title 14, United States Code, relating to 
personnel matters in the U.S. Coast Guard, and for other purposes.” 
As you know, this bill is sponsored by the Coast Guard and the 
Treasury Department and is directed at increasing the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Coast Guard through improvement in certain 
statutes relating to and governing Coast Guard organization, com- 
position, and personnel administration. 

In broad terms, this is an “omnibus” proposal which seeks to ac- 
complish the following: 

(a) Increase the present limitation of 4 years applicable to exten- 
sions of enlistments to a new limitation of 6 years; 

(4) Inerease the present limitation of 3,000 commissioned officers 
to a new limitation of 3,500; 

(c) Improve the composition and organization of both the civilian 
teaching staff and the permanent commissioned teaching staff at the 
Coast Guard Academy : 

(7) Improve the organization and composition of the Office of the 
Commandant at Coast Guard Headquarters by— 

(1) Eliminating the present requirement for the statutory ap- 
pointment of the K ngineer in Chief of the Coast Guard; 

(2) Eliminating the present requirement for a fixed tenure of 
office for the Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard, and 
providing instead for the administrative selection and assign- 
ment of that officer: and 

(3) Providing for the increased grade of admiral for a Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard, and of vice admiral for an Assist- 
ant Commandant of the Coast Guard. 

(e) Additionally, certain pertinent portions of title 14 rendered 
innocuous by the substantive changes proposed would be repealed. 
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I would like at this time to give you an explanation of each of these 
major areas. 
EXTENSION OF ENLISTMENTS 


Section 365 of title 14 presently provides for voluntary extensions 
of enlistments by enlisted personnel of the Coast Guard for a total 
period of not to exceed 4 full years. This proposed legislation would 
serve to increase this limitation to a period of not to exceed 6 full 
years. 

The introduction of new weapons, electronic devices, and systems 
in the Coast Guard makes it necessary that the enlisted personnel 
assigned to them have considerable background and experience, and 
required technical training. 

To assure that the Coast Guard receives the benefits of such train- 
ing, enlisted personnel who receive it are required to have obligated 
service of 1 to 6 years. The obligated service may be acquired by an 
extension of enlistment for a stipulated number of years or by dis- 
charge and reenlistment. However, with the 4-year limitation on 
extensions of enlistment, the only method available, in many cases, 
is early discharge for convenience of the Government followed by 
immediate reenlistment. Such administrative discharges often are 
undesirable from the standpoint of the individual. An early dis- 
charge from an enlistment when a reenlistment bonus has been paid 
requires that a portion of the bonus, covering the time not actually 
served, be repaid. The Coast Guard prefers the simple extension as 
the administrative work is then much less than in the case of dis- 
charge and reenlistment. 

Therefore, in order that highly qualified personnel may be at- 
tracted to advanced training programs without loss of benefits and 
also to permit more economical and efficient administration by the 
Coast Guard, this change in the extension of enlisments has been 
recommended. 


NUMBER OF COMMISSIONED OFFICER PERSONNEL 


Section 42 presently fixes a limit of 3,000 on the total number of 
commissioned officers on the active list of the Coast Guard, including 
permanent, temporary, temporary service, and reserve officers on 
active duty, but excluding commissioned warrant officers. The 
amendment would increase the limit to 3,500. Temporary authority 
to exceed the limitation is contained in act of August 3, 1950, as 
amended, but will expire in July 1963. 

The authorized commissioned officer billets in the service on 
December 31, 1959, showed 2,971 persons. The military personnel 
billet plan in support of the Coast Guard’s fise cal year 1961 budget 
includes a commissioned-officer strength of 3,057, the increase being 
required for loran program expansion, an intensified program of 
boating safety and enforcement of the Federal Boating Act of 1958, 
and miscellaneous augmentation of other programs. The perma- 
nency of the programs undertaken, which require additional officers, 
leaves no alternative but to request of the Congress an increase in 
officer strength. The Nation’s naval establishment could well use 
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these additional trained officers during an emergency. The increase 
requested is reasonable, necessary, and urgent. 

Before I leave that point, sir, while it is fresh in your mind, I 
might recall to the committee that 3 or 4 years ago, when the legisla- 
tion on selection and other matters was before the committee, we 
asked for an increase in the commissioned-officer strength from the 
then limit of 2,250 to 3,500, the same figure as being requested here. 
That was cleared by this committee and ‘passed by the House. 

At that time, we had on the books about 2,600 officers. When we 
appeared before the Senate, the Senate committee asked: “Why 
wouldn’t 3,000 do just as well?” 

We said that, with roughly a 400 margin at that time, 400 seemed to 
be adequate. The inference, Which can be substantiated from the 
hearings, was that at such time as we needed the increase to 3,500 
we should come back to Congress and ask for it. 

In Congress, the 3,000 figure was accepted by the House conferees 
and our present limit of 3,000 was enacted into law. 


ADMINISTRATION OF THE COAST GUARD ACADEMY 


Presently, sections 186 through 191 make provision for the com- 
position, organization, method of appointment, grade level, credit for 
service, and retirement for both the civilian teaching staff and the 
permanent commissioned teaching staff at the Coast Guard Academy. 
This proposed legislation would serve to improve the overall] admin- 
istration of the Academy by modifications in certain existing statutory 
provisions, applicable to both the civilian and permanent commis- 
sioned teaching staffs at the Academy. 

Currently, appointments to positions on the civilian teaching staff 
at the Academy are subject to the competitive provisions of the civil 
service laws and regulations. As many desirable individuals are 
reluctant to “compete” for a teaching position at the Academy for 
various reasons, such a requirement unduly restricts the appointing 
authority in his selection of applicants. It does not conform to the 
manner of selection and employment used at the U.S. Naval Academy 
and leading institutions of higher learning. Restricting the number 
of civilians so employed to eight hampers the administration of the 
Academy. The need for civilian teachers has increased with the 
gradual expansion of the academy to fulfill the growing needs of the 
service. There has not been the necessary flexibility in the employ- 
ment of civilian members of the teaching staff. 

Similarly, there is need for flexibility “to make adjustments in the 
permanent commissioned teaching staff as demands upon the Academy 
change. Current restrictions on their number preclude expansion and 
appropriate distribution. Hence, it is proposed that the limitations 
on numbers of both the commissioned and civilian teaching staffs be 
removed and that civilian appointments be made without recourse 
to the competitive provisions of the civil service laws and regulations. 

For clarity, the term “Civilian instructor” would be broadened to 
“civilian member of the teaching staff” to include all forms of civilian 
teaching and the various titles of these members, and to conform to 
the nomenclature used in describing the permanent commissioned 
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teaching staff. This term has been used in describing a similar group 
of teachers at the U.S. Naval Academy. 

Also for clarity, the descriptive adjective “commissioned” would be 
deleted with reference to an instructor on the permanent commissioned 
teaching staff, for that term applies to all on this staff and is mislead- 
ing when used only before the word “instructor.” 


ADMINISTRATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE COMMANDANT AT COAST GUARD 
HEADQUARTERS 


The four elements in this general topic concern the appointments 
of the Engineer in Chief and the Assistant Commandant, and the 
grades of the Commandant and the Assistant Commandant. I will 
discuss them in that order. 


APPOINTMENT OF ENGINEER IN CHIEF 


Section 47 presently provides for the statutory appointment of the 
Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard; section 48 provides for the 
permanent grade and placement on the active list of an officer whose 
statutory term of service as Engineer in Chief has expired; and sec- 
tion 49 ‘provides for the retirement of an officer who has served as 
Engineer in Chief for a specified period of years. This proposed 
legish: ation would abolish the statutory office of the Engineer in Chief 
of the Coast Guard, and re peal the provisions of title 14 applicable 
to this office. 

The requirement for the statutory appointment of the Engineer in 
Chief of the Coast Guard is a relic of the days when the Coast Guard 
had an engineering “staff corps.” The abolishment of the “staff corps” 
some years ago and the progressive organizational development of the 
Coast Guard since that time have, together, logically removed the need 
for a continuation of this requirement. 

Today, the Engineer in Chief of the Coast Guard is the Chief of 
the Office of Enginee ring, and in Coast Guard organization as now 
defined, he has exactly the same status as the other Chiefs of Offices 
of the Coast Guard (Operations, Personnel, Merchant Marine Safety, 
and Comptroller). It has never been necessary to provide for statu- 
tory appointment of Chiefs of Headquarters Offices, nor is there any 
remaining valid reason for the continuation of the statutory appoint- 
ment in the case of the E ngineer in Chief. 

On the other hand, there is obvious good reason for the Comman- 
dant of the Coast Guard to have the same administrative flexibility in 
selecting, assigning, and determining the tour of duty of the Engineer 
in Chief that he “presently possesses in respect to all other Head- 
quarters Chiefs of Offices. Each of these officers, including the 
Engineer in Chief, is a principal staff assistant to the ¢ ‘ommandant 
under the Assistant Commandant; each has a comparable place in the 
basic organization of the Coast Guard; and each has equal responsi- 
bility in his respective staff area. It follows logically, then, that each 
of these officers should be subject to the same process of designation 
and assignment. 


nt Gh tet a. 
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APPOINTMENT OF THE ASSISTANT COMMANDANT 


Sections 47, 48. and 49 relate to the appointment, subsequent active 
service, and retirement of the Assistant Commandant of the Coast 
Guard. This proposed legislation seeks to eliminate the present re- 
quirement for a fixed 4-year term of office for this officer, but at the 

same time it would continue to provide for his administrative selec- 
tion and designation subject to confirmation by the Senate. This 
change would follow the procedure prescribed by law with respect 
to the administrative assignment of the Vice Chiefs of Staff, U.S. 
Army and U.S. Air Force; the Assistant Commandant, U.S. Marine 
Corps; and the Deputy Chiefs of Naval Operations, U.S. Navy. 

The Assistant Commandant is the immediate and primary assist- 
ant to the Commandant, and, as such, is the second senior officer in 
the Coast Guard. Under present (and proposed) law, the Assistant 
Commandant performs such duties as the Commandant may prescribe 
and acts as Commandant during the absence or disability of the Com- 
mandant. He holds an important and responsible position in Coast 
Guard organization. 

Administratively, no special advantage or benefit is attached to the 
requirement of a fixed 4-year term for the Assistant Commandant. 
On the other hand, it is extremely desirable that the Commandant 
and the Secretary have adequate administrative flexibility in desig- 
nating an officer to this post. There is evident merit in being able 
to prescribe the tour of duty of an Assistant Commandant to coincide 
precisely with administr ative needs at any given time. This would 
permit adjustment in the term of assignment to assure continuity of 
administration and would preclude a situation in which a newly ap- 
pointed Commandant is unable to terminate the services of an officer 
in the position of Assistant Commandant even though the officer 
may lack suitability for contmuance in the office. This is not now 
possible since the Assistant Commandant must be appointed for a 
specific tenure of office. 

Under the proposed legislation, sufficient safeguards would be 
provided for these contingencies. The present requirement for the 
statutory appointment of the Assistant Commandant to flag grade 
has been retained. The revised wording of this section also provides 
that the officer so designated to serve as Assistant Commandant be 
selected from among those officers on the active list holding a per- 
manent commission as captain or above. Presently, an officer with 
the grade of commander could be appointed as Assistant Command- 
ant. This is inconsistent with the existing requirement that an officer 
inust hold the grade of permanent captain to be promoted to the 
crade of rear admiral. 


GRADE OF ADMIRAL FOR THE COMMANDANT OF THE COAST GUARD 


Section 44 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as 
Commandant of the Coast Guard as vice admiral. The legislation 
proposed would serve to increase the grade of a Commandant to that 
of admiral. There are several significant considerations which 
prompt this proposal, 
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First, there is the import unt consideration of proper composition 
and organization of the Coast Guard. The C oast Guard, as Js true 
of the other Armed Forces, can be likened to a “corpor ation” doing 
substantial “business,” and the Commandant of the Coast Guard can 
be readily compared with the president of a large corporation. As 
Commandant of the Coast Guard, an officer while so serving has 
on the order of 35,000 personnel, both military and civilian, under 
his command and supervision; he is responsible for the operation and 
maintenance of some 1,750 separate Coast Guard facilities located 
within the continental United States and in many oversea areas; 
he has in his custody and good keeping Government property valued 
at nearly $2 billion; he controls and administers Government spend- 
ing on the order of about a quarter-billion dollars each year; and 
his total “job” encompasses some 20 to 30 separately identifiable 
duties, demanding a wide range of experience, knowledge, and 
know-how. 

Moreover, as “president of the corporation,” he is in close and 
continuing contact with many of the top echelons of industry and 
of Government (both military and civilian). 

He must also maintain contact with many individuals in private 
enterprises. In some instances, these business contacts are at the 
international level. In these respects the scope and content of respon- 
sibility involved and associated elements such as prestige are “job” 
factors which cannot be regarded lightly. 

Second, it is important to emphasize that the present proposal to 
give the Commandant of the Coast Guard the higher grade of admiral 
is not without precedent. During World War II “and until 1950, 
the Commandant did hold the grade of admiral. Basically, this higher 
grade was a product of the war and a direct result of the mobilization 
requirements attendant thereto and, as such, was prompted partly by 
the Coast Guard’s increased wartime strength. Despite this, there 
is little doubt but that the decision at that time to provide the Com- 
mandant of the Coast Guard with the four-star grade of admiral was 
founded also on the logic al desire to afford the Commandant suitable 

‘ank status within the Navy. 

It is significant, also, to note that the higher grade of admiral was 
first. held “by the Commandant during the war years when the Coast 
Guard was serving as a specialized but subordinate service under the 
Navy, rather than in its present-day status of an independent branch 
of the Armed Forces under the Treasury. Moreover, in the event of 
mobilization it would be desirable to have the Commandant in an 
equitable rank status with the chiefs of the other Armed Forces. 

Generally speaking, the basic statutes governing the other armed 
services provide in respect to each of these services that about 15 per- 

cent of the total number of flag or general officers, about one in seven, 
may serve in grades of vice admiral and admiral or lieutenant general 
and general. Hence, each officer entering flag or general gr ade has 
about a 1-in-7 opportunity for promotion to gr: ades above rear admiral 
or major general. This is not presently the case in the Coast Guard. 
The Coast Guard’s flag strength is 17 officers. The ratio of officers 
in a grade above rear admiral to the number of rear admirals is 1 in 
16, since only the Commandant now holds a grade higher than 2 
stars. This is substantially less than the 1-in-7 ratio in the other 
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services. However, the changes advocated in the grade of the Com- 
mandant and the Assistant Commandant, which I will discuss in a 
moment, would provide a ratio in the Coast Guard similar to that in 
the other services. ‘There would then be 15 officers serving as rear 
admirals and 1 each as vice admiral and admiral. The promotional 
opportunity of rear admirals would then compare favorably with 
that of their contemporaries in the other armed services 

Section 44 presently provides that a Commandant may be appointed 
from among those officers on the active list who hold the permanent 
grade of commander or above. As was pointed out earlier with re- 
spect to the appointment of the Assistant Commandant, this should 
be revised to be consistent with the requirement that only permanent 
captains are eligible for promotion to flag rank. 


GRADE OF VICE ADMIRAL FOR THE ASSISTANT COMMANDANT 


Section 47 presently fixes the grade of an officer while serving as 
Assistant Commandant of the Coast Guard as rear admiral (upper 
half). The revision proposed would increase this grade to that of 
vice admiral. Justification for this should be evident from earlier 
discussions relating to the increased grade of the Commandant. 

In addition, inasmuch as the Assistant Commandant ranks next 
after the Commandant and is the second senior officer in the Coast 
Guard, the duties and responsibilities of the Commandant’s office 
devolve upon him during the absence or disability of the Commandant 
or in the event of a vacancy in the office of Commandant. It is 
obvious that the total job of the Assistant Commandant is similar 
to that of the Commandant. In view of the weight of responsibility 
imposed upon the Assistant Commandant and the vital nature of his 
position, it is only appropriate that he should hold a grade commen- 
surate with his job, that. of vice admiral. 

With the Commandant serving in the grade of admiral and the 
Assistant Commandant in the grade of vice admiral, there would be 
a natural and logical grade separation between the Commandant, 
the Assistant Commandant, and staff office chiefs and top-line com- 
manders (rear admirals). At present, the Assistant Commandant 
as a rear admiral is indistinguishable from all other rear admirals 
insofar as grade is concer ned. This is not a proper recognition of 
his real status. The proposal to increase the grade of the Assistant 
Commandant to vice admiral would result in an executive pattern 
following accepted principles of sound organization and management. 

Finally, increasing the grade of the Assistant C ommandant to vice 
admiral would give him equitable status with the second senior officer 
(the Assistant Commandant) of the Marine Corps, and more suitable 
status with the second senior officers in the other armed forces, all of 
whom serve in four-star grade. Retirement of the Assistant Com- 
mandant in three-star gr: ade would be permitted only after 214 years’ 
service in this office or : phy sical disability while in office. Otherwise 
eventual retirement of this officer would be in his regular permanent 
grade unless entitled to a higher retired grade pursuant to other 
provisions of law except section 243 of title 14. 

The proposals to eliminate the requirement for the statutory ap- 
pointment of the Assistant Commandant and the Engineer in Chief 
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would not become effective until the expiration of the present terms 
of appointment held by the present incumbents. The proposals to 
increase the grades of the Commandant and the Assistant Comman- 
dant would become effective on the first d: ay of the month following 
enactment of this act. 

COST AND BUDGET DATA 


Enactment of this legislation will require only a small increase in 
Coast Guard (Treasury Department) expenditures. The added an- 
nual cost for the proposals contained herein would total approxi- 
mately $11,000. 

The Secretary has already commented upon that. 

This figure was arrived at by assuming that, in addition to the 
Commandant and Assistant Commandant, you would at any one time 
have two retired Commandants and two retired Assistant Comman- 
dants drawing retired pay, and, figured on the present scales of pay, 
that could run as high as $11,000. 

As indicated, if any of the members were deceased or if you did not 
have that many, the cost would be much less. I cannot recall at any 
time when we have ever had more than that number on the retired 
list. In fact, I think, except for a very short period, that has been 
the maximum. 

At the present time, there are two retired Commandants and one 
Assistant Commandant on the retired list. 

This figure would include the future increased retired pay of an 
average of two retired Commandants and two retired Assistant 
Command: ants, this being the average number of officers in these cate- 
gories over the past several years. 

I realize, gentlemen, that this legislative proposal is somewhat com- 
plex since it covers several unrel: ited aspects of Coast Guard person- 
nel administration. I have tried to discuss each of these in turn. 
While this concludes my formal testimony in support of H.R. 9449, 
I will, of course, be most happy to answer any questions that you might 
have. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. On page 10, you say: “During World W ar IT and 
until 1950, the Commandant did hold the grade of admiral.” It went 
back to vice admiral after 1950; is that correct 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. What was the basis? 

Admiral Ricumonp. When we sought the revision of title 14, 
which was processed through this committee, it was decided at that 
time to seek the rank of vice admiral. Frankly, I do not recall why. 
Of course, you must remember that when we entered the war, the 
Commandant was only a rear admiral, upper half. We had the En- 
gineer in Chief. We had actually only three flag officers at the be- 
ginning of the war. 

It was a decision by the Coast Guard, probably predicated some- 
what upon the condition before the war and uncertainty as to what 
the size of the Coast Guard would be in the future. 

Remember that in 1948 and 1949, we were at the lowest postwar 
strength that we had. We had only at that time about 18,000 military 
and about 3,000 civilian personnel, according to my recollection. 
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Why it was done, I really cannot answer other than it was thought 
advisable at that time. 

In hindsight, and maybe I am optimistic, I believe that had we 
asked for retention of the rank of four stars, the committee would 
probably have passed that just the same as they did the three star. 

Mr. Garmarz. Mr. Clark ¢ 

Mr. Crark. I have no questions except that I want to commend 
the admiral on his fine statement. You are going to get my support. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Curtin? 

Mr. Curtin. Admiral, what provision of the law provided for the 
step-up to admiral? Was that because you were in the Navy? 

Admiral Ricumonp. There was a specific bill introduced during 
the war, as I recall it, and that was not repealed until title 14 was 
amended. 

Mr. Curtin. Admiral, on page 4 of your statement, I notice that 
you speak of the loran program expansion. What is the loran 
program ¢ 

Admiral RicHmonp. Loran is an aid to navigation, sir. It is an 
electronic aid that we maintain as part of our aids to navigation 
system, sir. 

Mr. Curtin. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Lennon ? 

Mr. Lennon. I believe you stated, admiral, that section 42 even- 
tually fixes a limit of 3,000 on the total number of commissioned 
officers on the active list. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. You do have temporary authority to exceed this 
limitation up to July of 1963. What is that? 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is a carryover provision. 

Mr. Lennon. I am just interested in the total figure with respect 
to 3,000 that you have temporary authority to continue until July 
1963. 

Admiral Ricumonp. The provision that you are referring to simply 
is an escape clause on the limitation. For example, even when we 
had this limitation in 1951 and 1952, the most we got to during the 
Korean expansion was 3,100 officers, I think. We did that oe this 
escape provision, which is a proviso that applied to the Navy and 
also to the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Lennon. You are seeking now permanent legislation regarding 
the 3,500 ¢ 

Admiral Ricumonp. That. is correct, sir. I might say that, when 
we came up here to have it increased originally to 3,500, a was a 
feeling then that this escape proviso might be repeated or ended. 
Later, it was extended to 1963. 

Strictly speaking, as long as that stays on the books, we do not need 
the extension. 

Mr. Lennon. I do not want you to misunderstand me. I am very 
heartened to see you come here with this proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend Admiral Richmond and the 
Department of the Treasury for bringing these recommendations to 
the committee. I think they have long been needed. 
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[ am a new member of this committee, but I have seen, since early 
1957, the duties of the Coast Guard greatly expanded in the 3 years 
that I have been a member of this committee. I have often wondered 
at and, in fact, have had some personal knowledge of the inability 
of the Coast Guard, not through any fault of their own, to meet their 
expanded duties on a n¢é itional and international level, and am de- 
lighted that this proposal is being brought here sponsored by the 
Treasury Department. It certainly will have, I hope, my effective 
cooperative support. 

Mr. Garmatrz. Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jounson. Admiral, I notice that in the proposed bill, H.R. 
9449, the Assistant ¢ ‘ommandant is appointed by the President, sub- 
ject to confirmation by the Senate. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. I notice in your statement, on the last of page 8 and 
the beginning of page 9, referring specifically to page 9, you said: 
Kt # # it is extremely desirable that the C ‘ommandant and the Secre- 
tary have adequate administrative flexibility in designating an officer 
to this post,” meaning the Assistant Commandant. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. It seems a little inconsistent there. 

Admiral Ricumonp. It is not, sir. Really, what we are attempting 
to do is this, sir. At the present time, the Assistant Commandant is 
appointed by the President on the recommendation of the Comman- 
dant; that is, the Commandant indicates an officer he feels is the proper 
man to be Assistant Commandant and, if that meets the approval of 
the Secretary, it is so recommended to the President. The Assistant 
Commandant so appointed now serves a statutory term of 4 years. 
Unless the term of the Assistant Commandant coincides exactly with 
that of the Commandant, we could have a sit 1ation wherein a new 
Commandant would be unable to make a change should he not be satis- 
field with the incumbent. 

Right now, for example, Assistant Commandant Admiral Hirsh- 
field’s term and mine coincide. If something should happen to me 
and another Commandant, not Admiral Hirshfield, was appointed 
by the President, it could be that he might not want Admiral Hirsh- 
field as Assistant Commandant. Yet, the Assistant Commandant is 
locked in that job, if you want to put it that way, for 4 years. 

All we are attempting to do here is to do away with the mandatory 
requirement of 4 years. 

As far as the actual appointment and approval by the President, 
in fact there will be no difference. 

Mr. Lennon. Will the gentleman yield to me at this point? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. Then the Assistant Commandant is the only flag of- 
ficer of the Coast Guard who is actually locked ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. The Commandant, the Assistant Commandant, 
and Engineer in Chief now have fixed terms. 

The Engineer in Chief would be changed by this bill, also. 

At the present time, if anything should happen to me and any of- 
ficer other than those two was appointed, you would have that situa- 
tion. 

Mr. Lennon. May I seek information ? 
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Then your term is fixed by statute ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Yes; it is. All three terms are 4 years at the 
present time. What we would do is leave the C ommandant still 4 
years because that is definitely a statutory Presidential appointment. 

The Assistant Commandant would be recommended to the Secre- 
tary, the Secretary in turn would recommend him to the President, 
and the President would recommend to the Senate that such and such 
an officer be appointed vice admiral if this bill becomes law. 

Mr. Lennon. Admiral Richmond, what is the statutory period of 
appointment for the Chiefs of Staff of the other branches of the 
armed services 4 

Admiral Ricumonp. Two years for, I think, all of the Chiefs of 
Staff, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. You hold a rank comparable to the Chiefs of Staff of 
the other branches of the armed services, do you not, in a very broad 
sense / 

Admiral Ricumonp. In a broad sense. 

Mr. Lennon. You are bringing here recommendations and basing 
them to a substantial degree on the pattern that is followed in the 
other branches of the armed services ¢ 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. That is appealing to me. 

You call my attention to the fact that your term is fixed for 4 years 
where your counterpart in the other branches of the Armed Forces has 
a term fixed for 2 years. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is correct. 

Mr. Lennon. Is that the way it ought to be? If we are going to 
pattern the Coast Guard top echelon on the same pattern as the other 

ranches of the armed services, should there be any distinction in the 
tenure of service ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I do not know that in all of their statutory po- 
sitions in the other services that they are consistent as far as that is 
concerned. 

Mr. Lennon. Iam talking about at this level. 

Admiral Ricumonp. For example, if I am not mistaken, I believe 
some of the Bureau Chiefs have 4 years in the Navy. There is : 
naval officer here who might be able to tell me if the Chief of the 
Bureau of Personnel is 4 years. I am quite sure that some of them 
are 4 years. 

Mr. Lennon. I am seeking information. I am not critical, but I 
want to draw the comparison between the services. 

Admiral Ricumonp. As I say, this has been this way since I have 
been in the service. In fact, when I entered the service as a cadet, 
the Commandant was appointed for 4 years. We have just carried 
it forward. 

Mr. Lennon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Admiral Ricumonp. I have information about the Marine Corps. 
There is a Commandant of the Marine Corps appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice of the Senate, for a term of 4 years. 

Iwas wrong. The Marine Corps is 4 years. 

There is no consistency among all the Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. Lennon. I want to especially commend you, sir, for the recom- 
mendations that you make with respect to the civilian teaching staff 
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at the Coast Guard Academy. In the two visits that I have been 
privileged to make as a member of the Board of Visitors to the Acad- 
emy, that is one of the things that was brought most forcibly to our 
attention by the Super intendent and his staff. 

I see, in this recommendation, the like recommendation that the 
Board of Visitors had prepared in their report, and I am delighted 
tosee that. I think it isa great forward step. 

Mr. Curtrn. May Lask another question / 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Curtin. 

Mr. Curtin. Admiral, I would like to ask one other question for 
my own information. Is there anything against you three leading 
oflicers of the Coast Guard being appointed for successive terms of 
4 years ¢ 

Admiral Ricumonp. No, sir. As a matter of fact, [am serving on 
my second term right now, sir. 

Mr. Curtin. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Oxtver. I do not think I have any questions, Mr. Chairman. 
I have a great deal of confidence in Admiral Richmond’s judgment 
and his great exper ience and knowledge of the Coast Guard organiza- 
tion and operation over the years, which is reason enough for me to 
go along with this legislation without too much question. 

I was happy to note that the Bureau of the Budget has no objection 
to it but, in addition to that, are in approval of the purposes of this 
bill. 

The thought occurred to me that I expect there is nothing infla- 
tionary about the bill. Is this a reasonable assumption / 

Admiral Ricumonp. There is nothing inflationary except that if 
the bill passes, I have to confess that both the Assistant Commandant 
and I will advance in grade and thereby get additional salary, sir. 

Mr. Ourver. I think that is very well “deserved, admiral, may I 
say, so far as my personal judgment is concerned. 

T would like to ask this question which I guess is not pertinent to 
this legislation, Mr. Chairman. I would like to get from the admiral 
an expression as to the Coast Guard’s participation in this program 
of oceanography that we have been living with for the past 8 months 
here in a subcommittee of this full committee. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, of course, as you know, I appeared 
before the committee last year and at that time commented on the 
report of the group that was then current. 

I still feel that with respect to vessels that may be operated in 
that general area, the Coast Guard is as capable and probably could 
operate the ships as efficiently as any other agency. 

At the present time, our only contribution, as I see it, to the 
science of oceanography is that little bit that we can contribute to 
the carrying out of the International Ice Patrol. We have no other 
projects that we are either authorized or able to carry out, sir. 

Mr. Ottver. Has any thought ever been given to expanding the 
curriculum at the Coast Guard Academy to encompass more closely 
perhaps some exposures to the sciences of oceanography, as such? 

Admiral Ricumonp. No, sir; it has not. Let me put it this way. 
We have sent a number of officers to postgraduate work in oceanog- 
raphy at the Scripps School. I say a number. I do not want to 
give the idea of a great number, but a few. 





vc 
ge 
we 
ad 


are 
eas 








MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 17 


The answer to the question on the Coast Guard Academy is, sir, that 
you can add so many things to the curriculum and pretty soon you 
get to the old straw that breaks the camel’s back, and 1 suspect that 
we are just about at that area now, sir, so that 1 doubt that we could 
add anything at the present time. 

Mr. Ontver. Thank you very much. 

This is not pertinent to this legislation, Mr. Chairman. Thank 

you for the indulgence. 
' Mr. Frvues. Mr. Chairman, I might make this further remark. 
Lest the committee think the admiral has been at all ene in 
proposing a raise in grade for himself, I should say that I think 
I, personally, can take credit for asking that these raises in grade 
be included in this omnibus bill. 

After looking through the history of the Coast Guard, consider- 
ing the expanding duties and work that the Coast Guard does tod: ay, 
and knowing that prestige counts for very much, particularly in 
international conferences, I felt that in fairness to the Coast Guard 
and the job that it seeks to do, its Commandant should be advanced 
to the rank of admiral. 

I proposed this to Admiral Richmond and he and I went over again 
all the facts concerning these raises in grades, and he agreed with me 
that he felt this was the time that the commandant’s grade should be 
raised to that of admiral. 

With relation to the assistant commandant, I myself could not 
understand how we arrived at a situation where the assistant com- 
mandant who, at times, would be in command of the Coast Guard, 
should have no higher rank than the other flag officers whom he com- 
manded. I felt there should be a distinction between the rank of the 
assistant commandant and the other flag officers, and so I say again, 
to relieve the admiral from any charge of immodesty, I make these 
remarks, 

Mr. Garmarz. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Drewry, counsel. 

Mr. Drewry. Admiral, I have just one question. On page 4, you 
mention the expansion of the loran program, an intensified program 
of boating safety and enforcement of the Federal Boating Act of 
1958, and miscellaneous augmentation of other programs. 

I wonder if you would mind elaborating and giving a few examples 
of this miscellaneous augmentation of other programs? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, sir, let me say that, as you know, fol- 
lowing the war the Coast Guard went down in about 1948 or 1949 
to approximately 1,800 officers. With the Korean situation, we grew 
with two main programs, port security and the vessel augmentation 
program wherein we added quite a few ships and, to my recollection, 
about 3,100 officers. 

Then in about 1954, we dropped back to about 2.400 or 2,500 officers, 
and, as I indicated earlier, when we came up here about 3 or 4 years 
ago, we had about 2,600 officers in the service. Since that time there 
have been a number of new duties, perhaps not so many added duties 
as augmentation of the duties we already had. Loran is an example. 
The loran system has expanded. For example, we at the present time 
are operating loran stations from Korea in the west to Turkey in the 
east. 











18 MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 


I would not like, at this point, to say how many officers that has 
forced us to add in the overall picture, but it has been considerable, 
It has been a gradual growth. 

I have already indicated that for 1961 we estimate our strength 
would be a little over 5,000. 

This is no attempt to go to 3,500 officers. It is simply to give us an 
upper limit. 

We have a vessel-reporting system. That js a new type of duty. 
That is a new duty in New York added within the last year or so. 

I could go on. There is the whole electronic field, particularly, 
Loran B, which is an additional type, has caused us to bring in addi- 
tional forces. Of course, it is more than just that duty because, as 
you increase you add to your administrative and logistic load. For 
example, the loran expansion has required that we get additional 
planes above the plan that we submitted for the Coast Guard. That 
means more pilots to fly the planes. 

Also, as part of an overall plan submitted to Congress, we are now 
flying larger planes in addition to more planes and that has added to 
it, So that it has been a gradual growth. 

As I say, I could place it over ‘the last 4 or 5 years at 50 or 75 officers 
a year. 

Mr. Drewry. I think the committee thoroughly understands the 
situation, but I thought it would be desirable “to amplify that. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Of course, I might say that the committee will 
recall that when I appeared before the committee on the boating legis- 
lation, I indicated at that time that, insofar as the existing legisla- 
tion, the Coast Guard was not, in my opinion, ta ately discharging 
its law enforcement responsibilities. I am not talking about the 
numbering now which, in itself, will add an additional responsibility. 
Ten years ago, 15 years ago, boating was pretty much limited to those 
areas along the coast or on the principal rivers. As this committee 
knows, with the increase in outboards and the increase of navigable 
waters all over the interior of the United States, the requirement for 
enforcement officers has gone up tremendously. 

Mr. Drewry. Thank you, admiral. 

Mr. Lennon. Admiral, how many States, through legislative imple- 
mentation of statutes at the State level, have come into the boating 
statute ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. I would like to correct the figure in the record, 
but my recollection is that it is 19, sir. It may be more than that be- 
cause it is changing by the day, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. Still, you have the responsibility in those two-thirds 
of the States, or better than half, which have not yet come into the 
picture; do you not? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Sir, we not only have the responsibility in 
those that have not come in for the numbering, but States coming in 
in no way relieves the Coast Guard or Federal Government of its 
responsibility for law enforcement in those States, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. You say in those States that have not come in, you 
have the responsibility of enforcement ? 

Admiral Ricumonp. We have the responsibility of enforcement in 
all States, sir. We do not have the responsibility of numbering the 
boats in those States that have approved numbering laws. 
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Mr. Lennon. Has not a program been worked out whereby at the 
State local level their officers will participate in the enforcement pro- 

ram $ 

Admiral Ricumonp. It depends entirely on the State law, sir. If 
the State did not adopt an enforcement provision, and many of them 
did not but went simply to the numbering, there is nothing that has 
relieved the Coast Guard. Even if they do enact an enforcement 
provision, it does not relieve the Coast Guard of the responsibility. 

As a practical problem, if a State has, we will say, a very active 
enforcement program and the law is reasonably consonant or even 
more strict than the Federal law, then, as a practical administrative 
problem, I am going to ease off on enforcement in that State because 
I can very easily use our personnel in those States that have not been 
as progressive as that particular State, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. Speaking about the same thing you spoke of, Mr. 
Counsel, what has been the impact on the Coast Guard so far as its 
commissioned personnel with respect to the opening of the St. Law- 
rence Seaway? What is its potential use of future additional officers 
in that field ? 

Admiral RicuMmonp. Not a great deal, sir, in fairness. I do not 
think that there has been any particular impact and it probably will 
not affect us greatly unless there is a requirement that the port secu- 
rity program be extended actively to the Great Lakes. Of course, if 
there are a number of accidents and our investigative personnel have 
to, as we did last summer, sit on a number of investigations of casu- 
alties, that could be somewhat of an increase in workload, but I do 
not think it would be measurable at this point. 

Mr. Lennon. You have not. had to open any additional offices or 
increase your personnel in offices along the American seaway ? 

Admiral Rrcumonp. No, sir. 

Mr. Frurs. Mr. Lennon, I might add one little thought to your 
question concerning law enforcement on the waters. I think I should 
point out that, with a good portion of our nav igable waters, no mat- 
ter what laws the State will pass, it does not have jurisdiction. ‘There 
are so many areas where the Federal jurisdiction would be the only 
jurisdiction. 

Admiral Ricumonp. There will be concurrent jurisdiction. 

Mr. Fives. I am thinking about along oceans. 

Admiral Ricumonp. The States still have rights within the State 
waters. 

Mr. Lennon. What gave us so much concern in this National Boat- 
ing Act was to find a way where there could be concurrent jurisdiction. 

Mr. Fives. I am glad you provided for that in that act. It had 
escaped my memory. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Oxntver. Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to get from the admiral his reaction as to the impact 
of the increased volume of enthusiasm and enthusiasts in the boating 
activity of the country as to re to navigation. Has this caused the 
Coast Guard to take care of a greater volume of aids to navigation 
than was the case before this ined asm grew to the volume that it 
now is attaining? 
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Admiral Ricumonp. It has, because any body of water that is a 
navigable water of the United States and where there is a need for 
an aid to navigation then becomes a Federal responsibility. Lake 
Texoma is a perfect example. There is no question that, that being 
between two States, Oklahoma and Texas, it actually is a navigable 
water of the United States. There has been no requirement for ex- 
tensive navigation there, but we have put in two beacons. ‘There is 
hardly a week goes by that we do not get a request for additional 
aids. Sometimes it is just clubs that want them and we authorize 
them as private aids. 

There has been a slow increase in aids to navigation on the rivers, 
but I do not think that smal] boating has caused the demand as much 
as has the increased commerce of the rivers. In the first place, you 
have to take into consideration that a lot of these small-boat men feel 
quite confident to operate without any aids to navigation or have 
not too much knowledge of them or they accept what are there, and 
probably would not know how to pressure for an aid even if they 
thought it was desirable. 

Mr. Oxtver. My purpose in asking the question was motivated by 
an inquiry that came to my oflice recently with regard to the lack 
of aids to navigation in the waters of my own State, for example, the 
coastal waters, and here I have been advised by people in the small- 
boat industry and those who are using small boats that apparently the 
program of aids to navigation there is not keeping up with the in- 
creased requirements and demands of people who are occupied in this 
activity. 

Admiral Ricumonp. I would like to discuss it with you some time 
if you have the specific request. I would not like to generalize further. 

I know there are areas where the small-boat group have requested 
aids but, generally speaking, the requests for additional aids come 
from, you “might say, industry rather than the small-boat people. 

Mr. Oxtver. Does this have an impact upon your personnel load? 

Admiral Ricumonp. Well, usually the aids of the type you are 
speaking about are not manned aids, so that it does not have too much 
impact except that, with the more aids you have to service, you get a 
greater logistic problem. If you have enough aids to require an addi- 
tional tender, you need personnel to run the tender, 

Regardless of where the need stems from, my recollection is that 
in the last 6 years we have gone from in the neighborhood of 36,000 
unmanned aids to close to 40,000 unmanned aids. I am pulling a 
figure out of the air, but we generally increase on an average about 
100 aids a year. The number of new aids established is somewhat 
greater than that since we discontinue some aids each year because 
of changed conditions. 

Mr. Oriver. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fives. Mr. Oliver, I believe in this budget, which is going to 
the Hill, we have a very substantial increase in aids to navigation. 

Admiral Ricumonp, It is a growing problem, but I do not want to 
give the idea th at it is all due to the small boat e: 

If the Engineers put in a new channel, or industry wants a new 
channel, or new waterways are opened, they cctins marking. 
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They are talking, as you know, about this canal out of New Orleans 
to come out near the Chandeleur Islands. I have seen the figures 
on the number of aids that that will encompass. Those will be ex- 
pensive aids, beacons, in some cases manned. 

It seems to me that something like 200 aids will be needed if that 
proposition goes through. 

Mr. Ortver. Then there is obviously an increased need for person- 
nel as this volume grows. 

Admiral Ricumonp. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you, Admiral, and Mr. Secretary, for appearing here this 
morning. 

Admiral Ricumonp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fives. Thank you, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the committee proceeded to executive 
session. ) 





MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 


MONDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1960 


Houser oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GUARD, 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY, AND NAVIGATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edward A. Garmatz (chairman of 
the subcommittee ) presiding. 
Present: Representatives Garmatz, Lennon, Oliver, Ray. 
Staff members present: John W. Drewry, chief counsel, and Wil- 
ham B. Winfield, chief clerk. 
Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will please come to order. 
The subcommittee is meeting this morning to hold a hearing on 
H.R. 9124, by Representative Rivers of Alaska. 
(H.R. 9124 follows:) 


[H.R. 9124, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To extend the period of exemption from inspection under the provisions of section 
4426 of the Revised Statutes granted certain small vessels carrying freight to and from 
places on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act to 
amend section 4426 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, with respect to certain 
small vessels operated by cooperatives or associations in transporting merchan- 
dise of members on a nonprofit basis to or from places within the inland waters 
of southeastern Alaska and Prince Rupert, British Columbia, or to or from 
places within said inland waters and places within the inland waters of the 
State of Washington”, approved August 23, 1958 (72 Stat. 833), is amended by 
striking out “1960” and inserting in lieu thereof “1964”. 

Mr. Garmatz. In effect, this bill would exempt until 1964 the time 
within which certain small vessels owned or chartered by cooperative 
associations would not be deemed carrying “freight for hire” within 
the meaning of the vessel inspection laws administered by the Coast 
Guard, if their operations were limited to the ports of southeastern 
Alaska generally, including operations to and from those ports hav- 
ing more or less ‘frequent common carrier service. 

When the subcommittee considered this subject in 1958, it recognized 
the essentiality of assuring continued availability of water transpor- 
tation to a number of southeastern Alaska communities not adequately 
served by common carriers by water or other forms of transportation. 
However, there was reluctance among committee members to enact 
permanent legislation which would constitute a limited relaxation of 
our general inspection and other safety laws applicable to small vessels. 
Thus, the time limit was placed in the previous legislation with the 
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understanding that the situation would again be carefully reviewed 
prior to March 15, 1960, in order to ascertain whether or not further 
legislative action might be needed to assure essential service to and 
from the Alaskan communities on a reasonable basis. 

I hope that we may be able to conclude these hearings this morning, 
but in any event the Chair scheduled the meeting at this time as a 
matter of accommodation to Congressman Rivers and several Alas- 
kans interested in the legislation who were planning to be in town this 
week. Therefore, it is the Chair’s desire that the Alaskan witnesses 
present their testimony first, Mr. Rivers, if you would care to make a 
statement and present your witnesses in accordance with your pref- 
erence, we will be very happy for you to do so. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, first I want to thank the committee for 
its cooperation in scheduling this hearing so that the people from 
Alaska who are here could be accommodated on this tr Ip. 

I also thank the chairman for outlining the situation and the past 
history of this legislation which shortens the time which I will spend 
so that the witnesses present will have a better length of time in which 
to testify. 

It was most interesting to me to note the last paragraph of the 
conference report which did say 2 years ago, when the waiver of 
Coast Guard regulations was granted for a 2-year period, that the 
committee did recognize the essentiality of assuring continued avail- 
ability of water transportation to the southeastern Alaskan com- 
munities not adequately served by common carriers by water or other 
forms of transportation and that, therefore, it was the intent of the 
conferees of the House and Senate that the situation be again care- 
fully reviewed prior to March 15, 1960, in order to ascertain whether 
or not further legislative action may be needed, and that, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, is the reason why we are here 
at this time. Further legislation is needed. 

The witnesses from Alaska and Senator Bartlett are better quali- 
fied than I on the details of the situation, so I will limit my remarks 
as much as possible, 

There is a very strong feeling that to continue this waiver of Coast 
Guard regulation on these small chartered vessels operating for as- 
sociations on a nonprofit basis in southeastern Alaska and on the in- 
land passage and as far south as Seattle, Wash., for carrying of 
perishables and transporting of fish and that sort of thing, is almost 
indispensable to southeastern Alaska. It has proved to be. impossible 
in just a 2-year period to either obtain new vessels that will coincide 
with the Coast Guard requirements or to revamp those vessels within 
the limited time so it is most important that we get another waiver 
as provided for in my bill, H.R. 9124. 
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As supporting material, Mr. Chairman, I offer a telegram from 
Elton E. Engstrom of Juneau, a leading citizen and authority in the 
fish business in Juneau, which says: 


Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 

H.R. 9124 pending committee, prime importance to Alaskans. Unmolested 
and unrestricted use small boats as general and refrigerated cargo carriers 
between Puget Sound and Alaska vital and positive requirement to general 
welfare and development. These small chartered refrigerated boats serve pub- 
lic unusually well by transporting perishables to Alaska and transporting 
fish to railhead at Prince Rupert and Puget Sound in orderly manner. Failure 
of bill will result general monopoly'to existing carrier. Earnestly request favor- 
able action immediately. 

ELTON E., ENGSTROM. 

Mr. Rivers. I now offer a telegram from Juneau, Alaska, dated 
with a date not clear, but just received this morning, along the same 
lines as the telegram I read from Elton EK. Engstrom, and it is signed 
by 47 citizens of Juneau, Alaska. 

I ask that this telegram also be admitted into the record. 

Mr. Garmatz. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The telegram follows :) 

JUNEAU, ALASKA, 

February 13, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH RIVERS, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

H.R. 9124 prime importance to Alaska, Unmolested and unrestricted use 
small charter boats as general and refrigerated cargo carriers plying waterways 
Puget Sound to Alaska vital and positive requirement general welfare and 
development natural resources. These small chartered refrigerated boats serve 
the public well by transporting perishable foods to Alaska and transporting 
frozen and processed fish to railhead at Prince Rupert and Puget Sound in small 
orderly qauntities, with costs favorable to public and shippers, Failure of 
passage will result general monopoly to existing common carrier water trans- 
portation who now offers an inadequate and obsolete shipping service with 
awkward outdated costly wartime surplus ships with attendant costs beyond 
reason and commonsense. Earnestly request favorable action immediately. 

Bill Cope, Foodland Supermarket, 20th Century Supermarket, Rushers 
Juneau Young Co., Lyle Hebert Harware & Furniture, Percy 
Reynolds, Lester Linehan, James Madsen, A. 8S. Glover, Daniel 
Ulery, A. T. Nygard, Kenneth Thibodeau, Peter Warner, Hartley 
Swanson, F. L. Phelps, Sam Taguchi, Kolia Abegof, Thomas 
Powers, Joseph Thomas, Marshall Erwin, Holly Sanders, Bill Ray, 
Elmer Howerter, Kaye Dethridge, Rudy Pusich, Don Gallagher, 
Marguerite Butts, Carl Jacobsen, Angoon Trading Co., Harry 
Haloff, Carl O. Seegert, Ralph Randall, Archie M. Chase, John 
Dawson, Chris Botagov, Bill Sweeney, Mary Joyce, Nels Ander- 
son, Hans Berg, Fred Soberg, E. M. Harris, Joe M. Smith, John 
Hermle, Roger Hurlock, Joe Carrillo, Ivan Womack, Lyle Johnson, 


Francis C. Hyde. 

Mr. Rivers. Under date of February 11, 1960, is this letter from 
Gov. William A. Egan, giving his unlimited endorsement of this 
legislation, and attached to that letter is Senate Joint Memorial No. 
33, from the Legislature of the State of Alaska, also supporting this 
legislation. 

I ask that this be included in the record at this point. 

Mr. Garmarz. So ordered. 
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(The document follows :) 
STATE OF ALASKA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Juneau, February 11, 1960, 
Hon. Ratpeu J. RIVERS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rivers: Enclosed is a copy of Senate Joint Memorial No. 33 which 
has been adopted by both Senate and House of the Alaska State Legislature 
Similar expression was made by each house of the legislature 1 year ago in 
Senate Joint Memorial No. 12, previously transmitted. 

These relate to S. 2669 and H.R. 9124 of the present Congress, on which I am 
informed that hearings are scheduled February 15th and 16th. I endorse the 
expressions contained in Senate Joint Memorial No. 33 and ask your considera- 
tion of the bills mentioned. Enrolled copies of Senate Joint Memorial No. 33 
will be forwarded within the next day or two. The enclosed copy is sent in 
order to reach you before next week’s hearings. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM A. EGAN, Governor. 


SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 33 


To Hon. Dwight D. Eisenhower, President of the United States; Hon. Richard 
Nixon, President of the Senate; Hon. Sam Rayburn, Speaker of the House 
of Representatives; Hon. Warren G. Magnuson, chairman, Senate Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee; Hon. Herbert C. Bonner, chairman, 
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee; Hon. E. L. Bartlett and 
Hon. Ernest Gruening, Senators from Alaska; and Hon. Ralph J. Rivers, 
Representative from Alaska: 

Your memorialist, the Legislature of the State of Alaska in First Legislature, 
Second session, assembled respectfully submits that: 

Whereas, Public Law 85-739, as passed in August 1958, allows certain small 
vessels to transport merchandise to and from places within the inland waters 
of southeastern Alaska and Prince Rupert, British Columbia ; and 

Whereas, the vessels authorized by this law are operated by cooperatives 
and transport the merchandise of members on a nonprofit basis; and 

Whereas, the large, scheduled vessels serving southeastern Alaska cannot 
economically and expeditiously provide service between small fishing villages 
and the larger commercial and processing centers of southeastern Alaska; and 

Whereas considering the numerous and diverse waterways of southeastern 
Alaska and the dependence of the area on the fishing industry, it can be seen 
that the operation of such small vessels is essential to the total economy of that 
part of the State; and 

Whereas the present Federal law authorizes the use of such small vessels 
only until March 15, 1960; and 

Whereas this time limitation leaves the operators of such vessels in doubt as 
to the status of their activities, and has a depressive effect on that part of the 
Alaskan economy that is dependent on inexpensive and effective transportation 
between the inland ports; and 

Whereas S. 2669 and H.R. 9124 now before the Congress would relieve this 
situation by extending the time within which such service is authorized; Now, 
therefore: 

Your memorialist urges that all necessary action be taken to encourage, pass, 
and approve such Federal legislation to extend the limits of Public Law 85-739. 


Mr. Rivers. Here today is our Senator, Hon. E. L. Bartlett, from 
Alaska, who is very conversant with this subject, and next in order 
to be heard. Several other prominent Alaskans interested in this sub- 
ject and knowledgeable on this subject who will be witnesses : 

Mr. Paul Wingran, Mr. James Pinkerton, Mr. Frank See, Mr. Mar- 
shal Erwin, Mr. Maurice Buness, Mr. J. M. Stear, and Mr. Eldon 
Grimes. 
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I also note that Mr. Alan Wohlstetter, of Washington, D.C., who is 
attorney for some of these people, is here to testify, and that Mr. 
Larry Parker, the mayor of Juneau, is present but not scheduled as a 
witness. 

If time permits, he may want to say a few words. 

With that, I relinquish the balance of my time for the hearing of 
witnesses. 

I might state that the counsel has a list which we have checked over 
and, instead of introducing the witnesses, we will call them from the 
list and each will identify himself. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmartz. Senator Bartlett, we are glad to hear from you. 

Do you want to read your statement or have it inserted in the 
record ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. (BOB) BARTLETT, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Senator Barrierr. I will ask your permission to insert my state- 
ment into the record, and I will add that I have learned since coming 
over to the other side of the Capitol, Mr. Chairman, that a Member 
of the body over here never appears anywhere without a written state- 
ment, so that I have a written statement and, with your permission, 
will ask that it be placed in the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR E. L. (Bos) BARTLETT BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COAST 
GUARD, CoOAsT AND GEODETIC SURVEY AND NAVIGATION, HOUSE OF REPRESENT- 
ATIVES 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear today on behalf of 
H.R. 9124, a bill that is vital to the economy of southeastern Alaska. 

H.R. 9124 would permit small cargo boats operated by nonprofit associa- 
tions, and which are exempt under the law from Coast Guard certification re- 
quirement, to continue to serve communities in southeastern Alaska, whether 
or not such communities receive scheduled weekly service from established 
carriers. As an economic matter, it is impractical and impossible for these 
small vessels to provide service to the communities which receive no other service, 
unless they can call also at the communities where established carrier service 
is available. In practical effect, then, removal of the existing authority to serve 
the larger communities of southeastern Alaska would deprive the small isolated 
communities of the benefits of the service provided by the vessels. I can 
assure the subcommittee that these are serious ramifications which will work 
hardship on the people of southeastern Alaska, many of whom rely on the 
nonprofit charter vessel operation for fresh milk, meat, and other produce. 

To these people, the operation which H.R. 9124 would preserve is, in the 
words of Judge Bowen of the Federal District Court in the Western District 
of Washington, “the lifeblood of Alaska.” 

The importance of this measure is highlighted further by recent action of 
the Alaska State Senate. There, by unanimous vote on February 9, 1960, a 
memorial calling for passage of H.R. 9124 was adopted. Mr. Chairman, I am 
making a copy of the Senate memorial on this subject available for the record. 

This hearing today carries out the intent of the 85th Congress, as expressed 
by the managers on the part of the House when the problem was last met 
by congressional legislation. Said the House managers: 

“The conferees recognize the essentiality of assuring continued availability 
of water transportation to the southeastern Alaskan communities not adequately 
Served by common carriers by water or other forms of transportation. There- 
fore, it is the intent of the conferees of the House and the Senate that the 
situation be again carefully reviewed prior to March 15, 1960, in order to ascer- 
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tain whether or not further legislative action may be needed, to assure essen- 
tial service to and from such communities on a reasonable basis.” 

In the 85th Congress, this committee cited four facts which warranted the 
legislation which H.R. 9124 would extend until 1964. To my mind, the ques- 
tion is whether these four facts still exist. If they do, and if your decision 
in the 85th Congress was correct, then logic demands enactment of H.R. 9124, 
I hope this will be done before March 15, 1960, the date when the present 
exemption expires. 

The four facts to which this committee referred in 1958, and which remain 
as pertinent as ever, are these: 

First, the service rendered by the cooperative merchant charter association 
is essential to the communities of southeastern Alaska. 

Second, compliance with the Coast Guard requirements which, if H.R. 
9124 is not enacted would be conditions precedent to continued service by the 
nonprofit association, would be economically prohibitive. In this connection, it 
is to be remembered that the operation involved is a nonprofit operation. Com- 
pliance with the requirements would reduce substantially the available cargo 
space and would render impossible the operation of the small vessels in this 
service. 

Third, there is no alternative service in prospect. Actually, the small cargo 
vessels are uniquely suitable for the limited volume of business and the type 
of dock facilities that are available in the communities of southeastern Alaska 
which rely upon the service. 

Fourth, there is no sound reason for treating boats chartered by a group 
of merchants to carry their own merchandise any differently from those char- 
tered by a single merchant for the same purpose. 

All of these facts, I submit, remain the same today as they were 2 years 
ago. There are now, however, added facts which reinforce the view that the 
existing legislation should be extended until 1964: 

First, in the past 2 years some improvements have been made in the vessels 
voluntarily. 

Second, one of the vessels has been replaced by a modern and highly service- 
able boat. 

Third, 2 years of excellent safety experience has been added to the safety rec- 
ord which impressed the 85th Congress. This experience indicates that this 
operation has one of the very best safety records in the Alaska area. 

These vessels operate only in sheltered waters. To require that they com- 
ply with certification requirements would be to ignore a remarkable history of 
safety and to disregard the economic realities. 

I know that the subcommittee has the opportunity in this hearing to hear 
from many witnesses who know the operation intimately, and who live day by 
day in reliance upon the operation’s service. Mr. Chairman, I urge respect- 
fully that favorable consideration be given to the bill, H.R, 9124. 

Senator Barrierr. You indicated, Mr. Chairman, it is not that the 
committee is without abundant information on this subject because 
I have before me a copy of the hearings in the autumn of 1957. At 
that time, Mr. Van Pelt and Mr. Curtin, Mr. Drewry and Mr. Win- 
field and I held extended and extensive hearings in many places in 
Alaska, and there are 277 printed pages of testimony bearing chiefly 
on the subject matter of the bill now before you. 

The need for its enactment was imperative then and, Mr. Chairman, 
in my judgment, that need has not decreased in the slightest. 

Here we have a situation where these charter vessels are performing 
what is admittedly useful service, what the witnesses here today will 
tell you is an essential service, and this I believe. 

If these charter boats are not allowed to continue on the Alaska 
run, then there will be service only from Alaska Steamship Co. You 
will hear from those personally concerned that this is overall not ade- 
quate and that the charter vessels are needed by way of supplementing 
the transportation of freight by the larger freighters of Alaska Steam. 

You will hear also, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
that every merchant who is here from Alaska to testify before you, 
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and all those who were unable to make the long expensive journey, 
ship most of their goods via Alaska Steam. ; 

In almost every case, it is a minority of the freight that is carried 
by the charter vessels. ; 

One helpful adjunct of providing this service we were told in 1957 
and it is true now is that this keeps Alaska Steam on its toes. 

Before the charter ships came in, great difficulty was experienced 
in shipping meat and milk, for example. The charter ships did this 
well, and thereafter Alaska Steam improved their refrigerated serv- 
ice and their ability to carry fresh meat and milk. 

The law provides that without any further action this charter serv- 
ice may be continued to the so-called outports and I am sure that those 
who do not want the law to be extended will say, “This is adequate, 
and vessels which do not comply with all the Coast Guard regulations 
ought not to be permitted to put into such ports as Ketchikan and 
Wrangell and Petersburg and Juneau.” It will not work that way, 
Mr. Chairman. It will not work because it will be economically im- 
possible for these little boats to continue to run to the smaller ports 
simply because there will not be enough freight offered. It will not 
suffice either, and I want to bring to your attention one compelling 
example of why these charter vessels should not be barred from put- 
ting into the larger ports. 

I was in Alaska last fall and conducted there hearings for the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee and at the risk of tak- 
ing more time than I would care to I want to call to your attention 
the testimony of Clifford Phillips and I read this from the transcript. 
The hearings have not yet been printed. I quote: 


My name is Clifford R. Phillips, Box 1752, Ketchikan. I am representing 
E. ©. Phillips & Son, the local cold storage and fish processing plant. We have 
a plant about a mile up the narrows that represents an investment of about 
$400,000. We employ from 10 to 25 people yearly with a payroll of $65,000 to 
$75,000 a year. In poundage we handle approximately 2 million pounds a year, 
of which I would say 90 percent is shipped by the charter vessels. I worked 
for 2 days preparing a rather lengthy statement and then, after reading it over 
and thinking it over, it all boiled down to three main facts. One, we have al- 
ways used charter vessels and have found it necessary to use them; and two, 
the Alaska Steam has never given us adequate service; and three, which is of 
course most important, if the charter vessels are stopped from operating we 
would be forced out of business. That is all I have to say, gentlemen. I will 
answer any questions. 


Then I asked Mr. Phillips why he would be forced out of business 
if the charter vessels were not operating and he said: 


In the first place, our dock is located in shallow water deep enough for the 
small charter vessels but not deep enough for the Alaska Steam vessels. 


Then I asked him: “Why could you not truck the fish downtown ?” 


Mr. Pures. We have tried that. That is out of the question. 


The cost is 
prohibitive. 


That is the end of the quote. 

So we have here a businessman in Ketchikan, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, with an investment of $400,000 with a 
yearly payroll as high as $75,000, telling the Congress that that in- 
vestment will be lost, the plant will go out of business if this law is 
not extended. 
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Similar examples could be recounted to you from every port served 
by these charter vessels. 

Mr, Chairman, perhaps and probably Representative Rivers noted 
to you that both the senate and the house of the State Legislature 
of Alaska have approved and adopted a senate joint memorial ex- 
pressing the hope that there will be an extension of the existing law. 

I think Mr. Curtin and Mr. Van Pelt and Mr. Drewry and the clerk 
of the committee will tell you that in 1957 there was terrific concern 
about this problem all through southeastern Alaska, a feeling of 
almost desperation. 

I submit to you that that has not changed in the slightest. Other- 
wise, surely all the people in the room now from Alaska would have 
not come down on this long and very expensive trip. Their businesses 
are at stake and, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
sincerely hope that you will find it possible to approve Mr. Rivers’ 
bill and report it, and I am convinced that this will be in the public 
interest. 

If one merchant wanted to charter a vessel of this type, he could do 
so without any violation of law whatsoever. Why then should not 
a group of merchants be permited to form a cooperative association 
to carry their freight in the same manner? It boils down to that. 

There is no difference at all as to safety. There is a need for this 
service in the very unique Alaska situation and I hope you will look 
upon our request favorably. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, sir. 

Are there questions? Mr. Lennon. 

Mr. Lennon. Senator, the State Senate of Alaska has by unani- 
mous vote passed a resolution memorializing the Congress to enact 
H.R. 9124. That joint memorial of very recent date, February 9 this 
year, called on the Congress to continue this legislation. 

Senator Bartierr. That is true. 

Mr. Lennon. You favor it as one of the two duly elected Senators 
from the State of Alaska ? 

Senator Barrierr. I favor it, Representative Rivers favors it, Sen- 
ator Gruening favors it, and the letter transmitting that memorial to 
you, written to me by Governor Egan on February 11, says he favors it. 

Mr. Lennon. What is the position of the Coast Guard with respect 
to this continuation of this type of legislation ? 

Senator Bartierr. I do not know. 

Mr. Lennon. I recall the hearings that were held by this committee 
on this same subject matter in the 85th Congress. 

I do not know. I would hope that you would have the Coast Guard 
before you in this connection. I would hope, too, that the Coast 
Guard would look upon the enviable safety record which has been 
accumulated since this first bill became a law, upon the improvements 
made in some of these vessels, and would take into account, and I 
think the Coast Guard has a right and a duty to take into account, 
the prevailing public interest in a matter such as this. 

Mr. Lennon. The chief objection to this legislation comes from 
an Alaska steamship company ? 

Senator Bartrretrr. The chief objection comes from the Alaska 
Steamship Co. which, with the State of Alaska, is now locked in 
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another combat since Alaska Steamship has requested a further 10- 
percent rate increase. 

I do want to emphasize that the issue here is not primarily or per- 
haps at all economic because the witnesses will tell you that they pay 
just about as much or maybe just as much on the charter ships as they 
do pay Alaska Steam. 

Mr. Lennon. But could the Alaska Steamship Co. provide the 
essential services that are being provided by these charter boats ? 

Senator Barrierr. In my opinion, no. Obviously, no, for the so- 
called outports and Alaska Steam will say that. Alaska Steam will 
tell you that they can provide the service for Ketchikan and Juneau 
and Petersburg and Wrangell. 

Mr. Phillips, though, with $400,000 at stake, says they cannot even 
come to his dock. 

Mr. Lennon. They want to exclude these charter boat services 
from the larger ports? 

Senator Barrierr. Yes. I think they take a narrow viewpoint. 
I think the total percentage of the traffic handled by the charter ships 
is so small, so relatively inconsequential, that Alaska Steam ought to 
applaud this and ought to go along with it and build up a mighty 
stock of goodwill by doing so. 

Mr. Lennon. You are saying in so many words that the failure of 
the Congress to continue this legislation would work a substantial 
damage to the economy of Alaska. Is that the substance of your 
statement ¢ 

Senator Bartierr. That is not only the substance, but it is a pre- 
cise, concise, accurate statement, Mr. Lennon, one which I should have 
liked to have been able to make myself. 

Mr. Lennon. That is certainly a definite impression that I had in 
the 85th Congress after following this matter rather closely and I am 
anxious to see how they can change my views, if they can. 

Senator Barrierr. I think when you have heard these Alaskans 
directly affected that your opinion on that will be strengthened and 
fortified. ‘These people, if they could, would I assume and I feel 
confident, rather ship by Alaska Steam. Everything is easier that 
way since they do not have to go through all the bother of joining 
the cooperative, but they cannot get the service they need for their 
customers. 

Mr. Lennon. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Ortver. Mr. Chairman. 

I regret, Senator, that I was not here to hear the previous testi- 
mony that has been given. I have a great interest in Alaska. 

Senator Barrierr. I know you do. 

Mr. Oxtver. Having been up there some 20-odd years ago rattling 
around in some of those coastal areas, I have a very sympathetic atti- 
tude, may I say, for the problem that I think is involved in this piece 
of legislation. 

I would like to ask you this. Why is it not the purpose of the Sen- 
ators and the Representative of Alaska to introduce a bill which 
would make this a permanent exemption from such a requirement 
rather than just having it come up every so often ? 
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Senator Barrierr. I suppose because we are timid. We know 
Alaska Steam is strongly opposed to this. We know that Alaska 
Steam has a certain measure of influence. We hope, too, if condi- 
tions change, if there is much more traffic there, that this will not 
be necessary, or, alternatively, the ships could be put into service 
that would comply with all the regulations. 

I want to make it clear that, although I have perhaps seemed to 
indict Alaska Steam, and that is perhaps because I am a little pro- 
voked now at their freight rate increase, I do not blame them for 
coming before you and saying, “Look. We have to comply with all 
the laws as to manning and so forth. Here is an operation that seeks 
to have an exemption.” I do not blame them for that at all, but 
it carries such a small part of total freight tonnage to Alaska that 
it cannot be too hurtful to this big concern and it is so essential. 

To repeat myself, I think the Alaska Steamship Co. could win 
itself many friends within the State of Alaska if it would recognize 
this fact instead of fighting legislation of this kind. 

Mr. Oxtver. Thank you very much, Senator. I think you made 
a very moderate and very constructive statement. I appreciate the 
force of what you have said. 

Senator Bartietr. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Drewry? 

Mr. Drewry. Senator, may I assume that there will be witnesses 
to follow you who will be able to tell the committee what steps they 
have taken since the present legislation was enacted? 

Senator Bartriterr. Yes; you will have witnesses appearing before 
you altogether qualified for that. 

Mr. Drewry. I did not mean to indicate that I felt you were not 
qualified. 

Senator Barrierr. If you had I would have confessed that I am 
not. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you very much, Senator. It is a pleasure 
to have you with us. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Wohlstetter. 


STATEMENT OF ALAN F. WOHLSTETTER, ATTORNEY FOR KETCHI- 
KAN MERCHANTS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Woutstetrer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I realize that your primary purpose is to hear people from Alaska 
so that at the outset I will try to limit my remarks to etch sort of 
a backdrop of this legislation and then desist and hope that. I can 
resume after you hear the people from Alaska. 

My name is Alan F. Wohlstetter. I am a member of the law firm 
of Denning & Wohlstetter of this city and represent. the Ketchikan 
Merchants Cooperative Association, a nonprofit organization consist- 
ing of about 250 Alaskan merchants. It is the small-boat operations 
of these merchants which will be forced to terminate unless the existing 
legislative relief from Coast Guard inspection requirements, which 
is due to expire the middle of next. month, is extended. 


Due to the unavailability of water service to outlying ports in | 
southeastern Alaska, a number of merchants some 10 years ago began | 





Tmt ete et 





an 


rm 
‘an 


ys 


ng | 


ich | 


in 
yan 


MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 33 


to charter small boats as a means of getting their own merchandise 
transported between Seattle and southeastern Alaska. 

After holding hearings throughout southeastern Alaska and in 
Washington, D.C., during 1957, the House and Senate committees 
found that there were a number of communities in southeastern Alaska 
dependent upon the continuation of the small-boat operation, and 
that the continuation of the small-boat operation was, in turn, de- 
pendent upon the exemption from Coast Guard inspection require- 
ments, and these committees granted an appropriate exemption until 
March 15 of this year. 

The small boats we are talking about are four in number, are under 
150 gross tons, and are converted fishing vessels. 

The conference report which accompanied S. 1798, which subse- 
quently became Public Law 739 of the 85th Congress, provided for a 
review of this prior to March 15, 1960, in order to as certain whether 
an extension of the exemption is required, and I am quoting here from 
the report, “to assure essential service to and from such communities 
on a reasonable basis.” 

Therefore, the urgency of this legislation is apparent, and the one 
thing that I respectfully urge the committeee is that their consid- 
eration of this legislation be immediate so that this problem not ex- 
plode through the pressure of other demands on the committee’s time. 

I would hike to adjourn my testimony at this time, with the com- 
mittee’s permission, in order to make certain that you will be able to 
hear about the complete dependence of various Alaskan communities 
upon the continuattion of the small-boat operation firsthand from 
these seven or eight people who have come here from Alaska. 

I would like the record to show that Mr. Donald W. Ireland of 
Seattle, the assistant secretary of the Ketchikan Merchants Coopera- 
tive Association, is here with me and that Mr. Ireland and myself will 
be available to answer any questions which the members of the com- 
mittee may have. 

(Complete statement will be found on p. 97.) 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you have questions? 

We may call on you later. 

Mr. Woutstetter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Marshal Erwin. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHAL ERWIN, JUNEAU, ALASKA 


Mr. Erwin. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, Mr. Drewry, 
my name is Marshal Erwin. I am the owner of a retail grocery store 
in Juneau, Alaska, which I have operated for 22 years. J am the vice 
president of the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association and I 
ship somewhat less than half or approximately half of my goods on 
small charter boats which have been running for somewhat over 10 
years to our communities in southeastern Alaska. I live in Juneau. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are you a shipowner ! 

Mr. Erwin. No. I operate a retail grocery store. I do not have 
any desire to own one either or to get into a shipping business. I am 
a grocery man. 

It has been necessary, through the past 10 or 12 years, for us to 
engage somewhat along that line in a cooperative effort to provide a 
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service to our businesses and to our towns and to the rest of the com- 
munity because of the inadequate service that is provided by the lone 
common carrier serving our community. 

When I first started in business up there, there were three steam- 
ship lines operating to southeastern Alaska. There was the Alaska 
Steamship Co., which has continued to operate; the Northland Trans- 
portation Co., and the Alaska Transportation Co. 

The Alaska Transportation Co. went out of business, I presume, 
for economic reasons. The Northland Transportation Co. merged or 
was purchased by the Alaska Steamship Co., or vice versa. Anyhow, 
they are one now. They are continuing to operate as the sole water 
carrier that serves our country and we feel that they provide an in- 
adequate service. The service that they do provide is good. In the 
last year it has been vastly improved. We think it has improved be- 
cause of the operation of these small boats, the only competition which 
exists to that company. 

Mr. Garmatz. They have improved the service but they also want to 
improve their price; is that correct? 

Mr. Erwin. That is correct. There has been approximately a 26- 
percent increase in the last 2 years. 

We are so urgently in need of increased and improved service into 
the community that our complaint is lack of service and not lack of 
cost. The lack of service is a greater cost to us right now than the price 
of the service. 

We want more than one service into our town a week. We believe 
that we are entitled to more than one service into our town a week. 

Ketchikan feels the same way, and the little towns and the sur- 
rounding country do not have any direct service at all. 

The reason that I need this service for my particular business is to 
keep my inventories down and to reduce my cost of operation to pro- 
vide a better and more frequent service for perishable items and 
various other services that the small boats provide to us which we 
cannot get from the one common carrier. 

I do not say that it would not be better if our boats were uninspected 
and it would not be better if they had larger crews on them, but I do 
say we cannot afford that so we would have to do without it. It is 
not a question of having these boats under inspection hauling stuff up 
into our country. It is a question of what we can afford to have. 
It would be entirely over our heads economically to have boats like 
that. It is still over my head to drive a Rolls-Royce or a Cadillac, 
too. I have to get along with something less, and I do very ade- 
quately for the same reason. I would rather have a Cadillac actually 
than the car I have, but I cannot afford one. I cannot afford the 
expense and our little company cannot afford the expense of going and 

roviding all of this additional expense of manning and putting these 
ats into condition and making structural changes that would be 
necessary to equip these boats for inspection. As a matter of fact, 
they do not even have room enough to house the crews that would be 
required under inspection, so that that is out. 

We have tried desperately hard to think of some way that that 
might be provided. We believe that some company will provide a 
service, an extra additional service into that country with boats that 
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are adequate for the needs and additional boats to provide a com- 
petitive service into the country. 

Alaska is a growing country, rapidly growing, and in the advent 
of statehood, we are convinced that it will increase in operation and 
thereby end this trouble that we have at this time which is caused 
largely from lack of population into that area which is the reason 
that we can only have one service as far as I can see, so that it is not 
economically profitable for others to engage in this. We welcome 
them. Certainly we welcome the one that is in there, and if any- 
thing irentenedl it, we would go to bat just as much as we do for our 
own little boats. We welcome it. 

I would like to show you this chart, which we have put up here. 
Maybe some of you are not familiar with that area in which we live. 

This is a Coast and Geodetic Survey chart. It shows from Dixon 
Entrance to Juneau which is here, and the area in which we are in- 
terested is here [indicating]. 

It also extends to Puget Sound, which is 500 or 600 miles beyond 
in this direction, and it is all an island-studded coastline, a broken 
coastline. It is known as the protected waters of Washington and 
the protected waters of British Columbia and the protected waters 
of southeastern Alaska, and these boats run in behind these islands 
and those courses. With very few exceptions for a few miles they 
are not exposed to the open sea. 

We are, of course, asking this committee and Congress to make an 
exception in this in granting the permit to operate. It is not the first 
time that an exception has been asked. As a matter of fact, under 
the law if I were big enough and there is one company up there that 
is big enough to provide their own services and their own boats, to 
provide a cargo sufficient to justify the expense both north and south, 
it would be entirely legal for me to take a boat and go up there and 
provide that service for myself under the law, and if it is safe for me 
to do that alone, why is it not safe for a group of us to provide that 
service and go in together? We are little people in Alaska. We are 
not large merchants. We are not rich people, but we are the people 
who are helping to build that country, and we have our families and 
our investments up there and we need that service desperately bad. 

It is also under the law an exception to the rule that fishing boats 
be allowed to operate. There is a definite exception made for fishing 
vessels, the same kind of vessels that we are using now because these 
are converted fishpackers. 

If we were in the fishing business, nobody would question that at 
all because they do legally operate all the time. 

If that exception were stopped or discontinued for the fishing in- 
dustry, the fishing industry would immediately halt. There would 
be no fishing done because they could not put 14 men on a fishing 
boat to run out there and drag a few hooks through the water; nor 
could they go and put 14 men out there to haul their fish back and 
forth from the places that they have to be hauled, so that there are 
two exceptions there which I think most of you know about. 

We are asking to be permitted to cooperate to do for ourselves what 
they can do with the same kind of boats in the same waters in the 
same weather, in the large measure to do what one person can do or 
what the fishing industry can do. 
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Gentlemen, we are not asking to do this forever. We are asking 
to do it until we get relief and some competing help to give us a 
competing competitive service. 

Being in one of the most highly competitive businesses in the world, 
the grocery business, I think I am right in saying that all businesses 
need competition. The Alaska Steamship Co, is a good company, but 
it is composed of human beings subject to the frailties of human be- 
ings, and we do not believe that it is in the best interest of Alaska 
and our area to have the destinies of the people, the water transporta- 
tion of the country, in the hands of one sole operator who can regu- 
late it to suit their best interests instead of the best interests of the 
people. That is commonsense and I am sure that all of you must 
agree with that. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you see the Alaska Steamship Co.’s service at all? 

Mr. Erwin. Yes; we use it more than we do our own boat services. 
About half or more than half of our stuff comes on Alaska Steam- 
ship Co., and this cooperative that we have—and there is another one 
with other small boats that go up there—is composed of about 200 
members. I think most all of them use the Alaska Steamship Co. 
service more than they use the small boat service, too, but we need this 
additional service to provide additional service for us. 

We have been forced to do without things through the years until 
we could provide for ourselves the services. Up until recently, the 
only possible way that you could get fresh milk into the country ex- 
cept for the few cows that are maintained there, and I say “few” be- 
cause there are only one or two places that have cows, the only way we 
could get fresh milk in was on small boats. 

I went to the Alaska Steamship Co. and at the time our local dairy 
was providing us with less than half of the fresh milk that we needed, 
and I asked the people in the office of the Alaska Steamship Co., the 
assistant manager, if it was not possible that they could put fresh milk 
on their boats and send it up to our town and help baleiee our milk 


supply. 

Teed. “Marshal, I would like to tell you that the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co. is not interested in hauling fresh milk.” And that is a firm 
statement that was made in those words. I have made that testimony 
before. 

We provided this service of the small boats and pioneered the ship- 
ping of fresh milk into the country. It is now common practice. It 
is not easy to do and it does spoil quickly, but it was only by the use 
of small boats that we got up there and we stopped disease and mal- 
nutrition in the country by the shipping of fresh milk and fresh vege- 
tables. Many kinds of perishables, such as melons and that type of 
cargo which we believe that our customers and people are entitled to 
have the benefit of, are not shipped, and the common carrier even to 
this day, I am quite sure, except at owner’s risk. Even though then we 
pay a much higher freight rate on that type of merchandise than we 
do on general cargo, they still have to come on owner’s risk because 
they will not carry it. 

Prior to the inauguration of operation of our small boats, we had 
the greatest difficulty in getting claims for damage of one kind or 
another or loss on merchandise. 

It is true you can get those claims now. 
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I have about said all that I can and my time is up. I would like 
to talk to this committee for 2 hours, but we do not have that. time. 
I could talk to you about many things that are happening in our coun- 
try, but I will have to stop. 

Mr. Garmatz. You are speaking just for yourself here, but I think 
you are probably expressing the real feelings of lots of your colleagues 
up there in the small business field in the various localities there. We 
have heard them at the other hearings, and their problems are pretty 
much the same as you express here this morning. 

Mr. Lennon. You have to go to the cooperative association that 
operates the four boats, the /celand, the Coral Sea, the Sidney, and 
the Vitanic? 

Mr. Erwin. That is correct. 

Mr. Lennon. How many other cooperatives are there that operate 
these small boats ? 

Mr. Erwin. The Dahl brothers have some boats come in there. I 
am not sure of the nature of their boats. I believe that Mr. Ireland 
could answer that question for you. 

Mr. Lennon. I am speaking of the cooperatives. How many co- 
operatives are there that operate these boats? You belong to one that 
operates four. How many other cooperatives are there ? 

Mr. Erwin. There is at least one other. 

Mr. Lennon. Is there possibly more than one other? 

Mr, Erwin. I do not know. 

Mr. Lennon. You would know as close as you are to this situation. 

Mr. Erwin. There is not any other one that comes to Juneau that 
I know of. 

Mr. Lennon. Do you know of any other, other than the one you are 
in and one other, that operates in the general southeastern area of 
Alaska ? 

Mr. Erwin. Not of a cooperative nature like ours. 

Mr. Lennon. How many ships are owned by the other cooperative 
that operates in the southeastern area of Alaska? 

Mr. Erwrn. I believe they have three or four. 

Mr. Lennon. I am trying to ascertain how many ships would be 
involved in the extension of this act if it is extended. 

Mr. Erwin. I do not believe there are more than that. 

Mr. Ireland could give you more specific answers. 

Mr. Lennon. You. would say, in your opinion, seven all together 
would be affected by the extension of this act if it is extended ? 

Mr. Erwin. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. Would you answer that, counsel ? 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I would like to answer that. 

In my opinion, these four vessels are the only ones who definitely 
will be put out of business if Congress refuses to extend this legisla- 
tion, the reason being that the other association, the Dahl Agency, 
charters their boats on occasion to individual merchants, the large 
merchants that have been referred to where no exemption from the 
law is required, as Mr, Erwin said. 

Mr. Lennon. That does not quite answer my question, counsel. 

Mr. Erwin has stated that there is one other cooperative such as the 
one that you represent here today. Would not that be in the same 
category as the ships operated by this particular cooperative? 
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Let.counsel answer that, please. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. I would have to say no, because they would con- 
tinue to operate whether or not you exempted these vessels from in- 
spection requirements. 

Mr. Lennon. How does the rule work, two ways? 

Mr. Woutsterter. It is very simple if you look at the laws. It is 
simple but unfair, namely, that a person can charter a vessel for his 
own produce. 

Mr. Lennon. I understand that as an individual. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. This association, Mr. Lennon, charters the whole 
reach of the vessel to a particular merchant on some of their voyages, 
so that they are competent to do that under the present law. 

Mr. Lennon. That is not truly a cooperative such as you represent? 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I was going to point out that I think there are 
substantial differences in the organization. 

This Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association is organized 
as a nonprofit cooperative under the Alaska statute. I do not believe 
the other is. 

I would say that it is my opinion that this is the one true cooperative 
that exists, but I would like to bring out that in the 85th Congress, 
when you considered his legislation, you will recall that you saw fit to 
grant a permanent exemption to those outports which do not have a 
weekly service year round. 

Now, this other association or chartering group, or whatever you 
care to call it, does serve a number of these outports directly because of 
the nature of their business. They also call at Juneau, but when they 
call at Juneau, and Mr. Erwin will correct me if I am wrong, they call 
to deliver the merchandise of a single merchant. 

Is that correct, Mr. Erwin ? 

Mr. Erwin. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. When they do that, they need no exemption. 

Mr. Lennon. What you are saying is that the extension of this act 
will apply only to the four vessels that are under charter to this 
association. 

Mr. Erwin. I believe it would, under that interpretation. 

Mr. WoutstettTer. Mr. Lennon, I really do not want to take issue 
with you, but I would rather say that if this legislation is not passed, 
the only vessels which I can give absolute assurance to this committee 
that their operations will be discontinued, are the four vessels of 
KMCA. I cannot tell you what the other association is going to do. 
My understanding is that, because they have the permanent exemption 
which you saw fit to grant them in the 85th Congress, they will con- 
tinue to operate regardless of what you do today. 

Mr. Lennon. They are not here asking for the extension of this 
act. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. They are not and that seems to me mute testi- 
mony that KMCA are the only ones that will be put out of business 
if you do not favor this legislation. 

Mr. Lennon. I thank both of you gentlemen for your explanation. 

Mr. Oxtver. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman this 
question before he leaves the stand. How long has this service been 
operating ? 

Mr. Erwin. Over 10 years. 





MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 39 


Mr. Ottver. Have there been any major casualties during this 
period of time so far as the vessels are concerned ? 

Mr. Erwin. There has been no loss of life that I know of. 

Mr. Oxtver. In other words, these vessels are operating, as you 
have said by referring to the chart, within sheltered waters prac- 
tically during the whole of their operation ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Erwin. That is correct. They are not out in the open sea 
and are not subject to the forces of the open sea. They are subject 
to going aground, which would be more of a hazard to them than the 
open ocean. They have radar equipment and are equipped with 
depth finders and radio and all the modern rye gp equipment. 

Mr. Outver. So that the principle of safety of life and property 
at sea here is not of major importance; is that correct ? 

Mr. Erwin. Well, no, it is not. 

Mr. Ottver. It is not of major importance? 

Mr. Erwin. It is not of major importance. They are insured. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you. 

Mr. Frank See? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK SEE, MAYOR, HOONAH, ALASKA 


Mr. Ser. Mr. Chairman, Members of the House, my name is Frank 
See. I am the mayor of Hoonah, a small community in Alaska, and 
also a small store operator. I am here on my own on behalf of House 
Resolution 9124. I have lived in Hoonah all my life. 

Hoonah is a small fishing community comprised of 750 Tlingit 
Indians. Our population at Hoonah is 750 with an increase there 
in the fishing season upward of 2,000 or 3,000 fishermen. That is 
approximately 250 boats that operate out of my community. We 
have no other service at Hoonah except. small-boat service. All our 
facilities were constructed to accommodate only small boats. 

At present we are financially unable to construct facilities for big 
boats, so we solely rely on small boats for delivering our groceries 
to our community. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you ship with the Alaska Steamship Co. ? 

Mr, See. A very small percentage. 

Mr. Garmatz. Why do you say you cannot have the large ships 
come in? Does not the Alaska Steamship Co. operate large ships? 

Mr. Ser. It is impossible for the Alaska Steamship Co. to come into 
Hoonah. The docks that we have there could not even hold the tieup 
lines of the Alaska Steamship Co. It would pull down our dock. 

Mr. Garmarz. How do you ship? 

Mr. Sez. We ship by small boat from Seattle to Juneau and Hoonah. 
There are several communities like that in Alaska that are served by 
smal] boats that are mostly populated by the Tlingit Indians of Alaska. 
The few I have there surrounding my community are Hoonah, An- 
goon, Kake, Elfin Cove, Lemersure, Gustavus, Excursion Inlet, Tene- 
kee, and Funter Bay. These vilages that I have named cannot ac- 
commodate anything large rthan a 150-foot vessel. 

I do not think there would be any objections in the future which- 
ever way we can get our shipment in up to Alaska but at present we 
cannot accommodate them. 
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Several years ago in my community, the Alaska Steam operated 
into my community by small vessels. One I remember was the Kenai. 
It was due to lack of business that they pulled out the small boats. 
We have not had a representative of the Alaska Steam there since, and 
that is about 20 or 25 years ago. At that time, my people were faced 
with extinction due to the tuberculosis. The public health nurses 
said, “What your people need is vegetables, milk, fresh produce.” 

In my community alone there was one death a month due to tuber- 
culosis, and then the small boats started coming in with fresh vege- 
tables, and eggs and milk, introduced to my community. 

Mr. Garmatz. How long ago has that been, Mr. Mayor? 

Mr. Ser. About 15 or 20 years ago. Since that time, the health of 
my people is very good in Hoonah. 

I believe in the last 10 years, we have actually directly lost one per- 
son due to tuberculosis in my community. 

If these essential items are taken away from us by restrictions 
through legislation to prohibit small boat operation in Alaska, we will 
be facing the same proposition again. 

In my community, there are no gardeners, no ranchers, no chicken 
farms, no cows. There are mostly fishermen, 750 fishermen including 
their families. 

Last year for one company they produced alone, the Hoonah fisher- 
men, 900,000 salmon, individual salmon they produced in that area 
alone in Icy Straits. That 900,000 salmon, when that was processed, 
produced approximately 90,000 cases of salmon. We do nothing but 
fishing in our community. 

Just recently after this year, we have logging camps moving into 
our community. For years we have had one. Now, the State govern- 
ment has thrown open the whole area to logging and just recently we 
have three logging companies move into Hoonah and that is the only 
service that we get. We cannot supply too much groceries on hand 
due to inadequate electric supply where our refrigeration is not ade- 
quate or reliable, so that we have to depend solely on weekly service 
from Seattle for vegetables. 

To us, the small boat to Alaska is what the pony express was to 
the West. Without it you can never develop Alaska—without the 
small boat. Hoonah is not alone in it. 

Angoon is a large Tlingit community, and also Kake and all the 
others I mentioned are fishing communities. Nothing but fishermen 
live in there and there is absolutely no farming or dairy. 

We have no objections against other companies coming there. The 
only thing is that we have relied on this small company for many 
years. 

I have letters with me, that were sent with me to present here to 
the proper legislators, from the Salvation Army in my community, 
the Presbyterian Church, the Pentecostal Church, the Alaskan Native 
Brotherhood, which covers all of southeastern Alaska and is now 
extending westward. 

[ traveled 4,000 miles to appear before this legislature, which I can 
ill afford, but hoping that something will be accomplished for the 
betterment of my people. 

For an Indian to be sick in Alaska is very expensive to the U.S. 
Government. Several years ago it was nothing unusual to have 100, 
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200 Indians in a sanitorium due to tuberculosis. Maybe someday 
the time will come when we wil! be able to produce our own vegetables 
in Alaska, but so far 90 percent of our vegetables and milk come from 
the State of Washington. 

I also have letters here that were drawn up by me on behalf of my 
small store. I would like to present a copy to this Legislature, and 
the original to the Senate. 

I would like to thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. 

Mr, Garmarz. Mr, Mayor, do you have any copies of those letters 
that you would want to put in the record ? 

Mr. See. No; I have not, but I will have some available. 

Mr. Garmarz. Mr. Lennon ? 

Mr. Lennon. I want to commend the distinguished mayor of this 
fine community, and say that I thought he brought us a very straight- 
forward statement that will cause a lot of us to give grave considera- 
tion to the request. He certainly struck me as being a man of pur- 
pose and real ability to come here to make such a fine statement. I 
commend him for it very much. 

Mr. See. Thank you. 

I have a letter here to present for the record. 

Mr. Garmatz. Without objection, we will insert it in the record at 
this point. 

(‘The letter follows :) 

Crry oF Hoonan, February 9, 1960. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 


Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: There is now pending before you H.R. 9124, which would 
extend Public Law 85-739, passed by the 85th Congress, for a period of 4 years 
from March 15, 1960. 

We are in favor of this bill, as its extension would permit the continued 
operation of small charter boat operation between the continental United States 
and the State of Alaska, and would more particularly permit the continued 
operation of these small boats by the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Associa- 
tion, Inc., a nonprofit cooperative incorporated under the laws of the State of 
Alaska. 

These small boats operated by our cooperative permit the transportation of 
necessary food products to our community and we are able to offer the residents 
of our community the advantage of such necessities as fresh milk, fresh produce, 
and other fresh items each week. If the service of this cooperative were taken 
away from us, we would be denied these items. 

Larger vessels cannot serve this community for the reason that there is no 
harbor facility in Hoonah for vessels larger than 150 feet. This is true of many 
other towns and villages located in southeastern Alaska. 

We respectfully request that you act favorably on H.R. 9124 now before you. 

Sincerely yours, 


Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman. 

What is the volume of traffic that you get ? 

Mr. Ser. We get once weekly service direct from Seattle. 

Mr. Ray. Do you know the tonnage over a year, say 

Mr. Ser. Our volume is very small due to sdadbtusts refrigeration. 
Actually, we have no hydroelectric as yet in Alaska. We rely on 
D-1300 Caterpillar diesels to provide us electricity. Our community 
is so small that we are unable to furnish repairs for that unit and 
purchase fuel. Sometimes we might have to go 2 or 3 days without 
electricity. 


FRANK Sez, Mayor. 
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It is just from the boat to shelf and then the consumer. 

Mr. Ray. What would the typical unloading be? Would it be 1 ton, 
2 tons? 

Mr. Sez. Three to five tons. 

Mr. Ray. Three to five tons a week ? 

Mr. Sez. A week. Most of that is produce. 

Mr. Ray. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Counsel? 

Mr. Drewry. Mr. See, you mentioned a number of other commu- 
nities in addition to Hoonah. There was Angoon, Funter Bay, Kake, 
and several others. Do they also receive their service from KMCA? 

Mr. Sez. Yes, directly through another small-boat operation during 
the summer, like Excursion Inlet is serviced by the Alaska Steam. 
Alaska Steam comes in there to pack the salmon pack out. After 
October, when the season closes and all the pack is out, then there is no 
steamship service there until the following March or April. 

Mr. Drewry. Which place was that? 

Mr. See. Excursion Inlet. Gustavus is serviced by small boat and 
has an emergency landing field that accommodates all planes operat- 
ing between southeastern and western Alaska. That is also serviced 
by small boats. They have a dock there, the length of which I believe 
is about 150 feet and the face of it is only about 50 feet long. 

Mr. Drewry. Do they also receive approximately weekly service 
from KMCA ? 

Mr. Ser. I have no idea but the small boat does stop there weekly. 

Mr. Drewry. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmarz. You spoke about the health problem you had there 
and about the vegetables and milk helping the health problem. 

What else in a medical line has been of help to you to get you out of 
this situation that you have had there and which has improved your 
situation healthwise ? 

Mr. Sez. The continuation of the weekly service. 

My store is so small I cannot make any improvements. 

Mr. Garmatz. Have there been some doctors and nurses who have 
come in ? 

Mr. Ser. Yes. 

Mr. Garmatz. Have they helped you? 

Mr. Sez. Yes; they have helped us considerably. 

Now we share a nurse with Yakutat, a community 150 miles up the 
coast from Hoonah. Due to lack of funds in the public health, I be- 
lieve it is, we are unable to have a full-time nurse until in the future. 
When Alaska starts getting on its feet, we should be able to have a 
full-time nurse. 

I truly say that in the last 5 years, there has never been a death in 
the local community from tuberculosis, but I remember the days when 
there was one a month from tuberculosis and malnutrition actually, 
actually malnutrition among babies and my community is not the only 
one in that State. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. You have made a very fine 
statement and we are most happy to have you here as one of our 
witnesses. 

Our next witness is Mr. Grimes. 
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STATEMENT OF ELDON L. GRIMES, HYDABURG, ALASKA 


Mr. Grimes. Mr. Chairman and Members of the committee, I have 
just a few words to say in support of the small boat operations in 
southeastern Alaska. 

Sir, the need for this service is just as extreme as it was in 1957 when 
Congress exempted these boats from Coast Guard inspection require- 
ments. 

I am presently employed as manager of the Hydaburg Cooperative 
Association, which is composed of the native population of Hydaburg 
and through which the natives engage in fishing and operate a cannery. 
Hydaburg is located on the west coast of Prince of Wales Island. That 
is the largest island in southeastern Alaska with a number of small 
communities located on the west side. 

This particular community of Hydaburg has a population of 350 
to 400 people, all of them natives of Alaska. Their only livelihood is 
fishing and the cannery operation, the employment they can get in the 
cannery and the gain they can make by operating their fishing boats. 

For the most part of the year, Hydaburg is just about completely 
dependent upon the service of the small boats since the lar ee carriers, 
the Alaska Steamship Co. and their larger boats, cannot call in Hy da- 
burg. Our dock is just sufficient and the water is of depth sufticipnt 
but the tonnage that would be handled in and out of there during 
the off season would not economically justify the movement of ¢ 
large vessel that far off of its regular course. So, for 8 or 9 rnonglit 
out of the year, the community is entirely dependent upon the small 
boat service. 

The Hydaburg Cooperative Association and several other associa- 
tions in Alaska are cooperatives of native people set up under the 
Wheeler-Howard Act in order to provide them with a means of live- 
lihood. The Government made loans to these associations to purchase 
equipment, boats, and made operating loans to get these plants going 
so that there would be a means of livelihood for these natives. 

In the case of Hydaburg, there is an outstanding loan for equip- 
ment, buildings, and individual boats, approximating $1 million. The 
repayment of these loans would be seriously handicapped if con- 
tinned and complete water communication between this port and 
Seattle was not available. It is quite a substantial operation. In 
fact, it is the only operation in this small community that will pro- 
vide employ ment wat assist ance to the natives. 

Now a similar association is in the same general area in Klawock 
with a population of 300 to 350 natives, and i in this instance they are 
completely dependent on the operation of small boats since the large 
vessels cannot call at their dock because of a shallow draft harbor 
and tie maneuvering space and it is too risky for them to attempt to 
come in there. The operation of this plant is entirely dependent on 
the small boats bringing in the cans and other supplies and taking 
salmon out. 

Now, the plans this year are to shut down the cannery at Hydaburg 
and pack all the fish at Klawock. 

Therefore, the welfare of these two communities is very closely 
tied in, this. year in particular, to the small boat operation. 
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A village located in the same area, in fact in between these two 
that I spoke of, is Craig. There was at one time a salmon plant 
located at Craig owned ‘by Libby-McNeill & Libby but this plant 
burned down and has not and will not be replaced. 

However, there are 400 to 500 people living in the village and again 
it is entirely dependent on the movement of small boats ‘for all of its 
needs. Several merchants established there and a lot of the fishing 
population of the west coast of Prince of Wales Island is headquar- 
tered in Craig. Their homes are there. There is a small cold storage 
plant at Tokeen, a few miles north of this area, that handles troll 
fish and halibut ‘caught by the very small fishing boats that operate 
out of these native villages early in the spring prior to the canning 
season and in some cases the trolling operation is continued on thr ough 
the summer, 

It.makes a local place for these people to dispose of their fish. 

The nearest other cold storage plants are in Wrangell, which would 
mean a 12- to 14-hour run by 1 many of these boats and in Ketchikan 
which is the same distance, so that the operation of this little plant 
is very important. The dock facilities are small and Jar ge boats can- 
not even get in the harbor. It was never set up for that type of an 
operation. 

Now, I have been in this general area for many years. This will 
be the eighth season that I have spent out there as manager of these 
associations and before that I was located on Kodiak Island. 

I have been in this fishing business for around 22 years. The move- 
ment of fish, especially in ‘the handling of frozen fish, is very, very 
important. Fish tend to dehydrate. They tend to lose weight, lose 


flavor if they are held for long periods of time in the cold storage 

lant. We all know that handling and rehandling of this fish would 

e very expensive. If it was moved by some boat into Ketchikan or 
into Juneau for transshipment on the larger vessels into Se rattle, it 
would mean that there would not be a steady flow of this fish into 
the market and the operators would tend to be unable to supply as 
good a product as they now supply and they also would lose in the 


deterioration of the article as far as weight is concerned, so that a 
steady flow needs to be maintained and the only way it can be main- 
tained is by having the small boats come in, pick up the product and 
take it right into the lar ge markets in Seattle. 

Now, I use Alaska Steamship Co. at Hydaburg. All of our heavy 
tonnage goes on it. Last year, for instance, the total tonnage in 
salmon going out was somewhere in the neighborhood of 600 “tons. 

The local merchants there had some of their freight come in on these 
boats. We shipped cans in on some of these boats. 

However, the maintenance of our plant and the employees there 
and operations during the off season, as well as the community itself, 
is all dependent on the operation of these small boats. 

Now, in connection with the Bureau of Indian Affairs financing 
the associations, these acts are being endorsed by the Commissioner 
here in W ashington and a letter is forthe oming to bear this out. So 
we feel that we have to have the continuance of the small boats to aid 
in the development of this area. Without service you cannot expect 
the companies that are operating there to continue. You cannot look 
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for additional possible lumbering companies or new industry to come 
into the area. The means of transportation has been very vital to our 
country all over and through the years. To our way of thinking, this 
is an extremely important thing. 

That is about the extent of what I have to say. 

Mr. Garma'rz. Mr. Lennon ? 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Grimes, which cooperative serves the three com- 
munities that you are speaking for, Hydaburg, Craig, and Klawock? 

Mr. Gries. Ketchikan Merchants ‘Association is used entirely by 
the canneries. 

The local merchants have some merchandise that is transported on 
the Dahl Transportation, the other association. 

Mr. Lennon. But you are interested in the four vessels that are op- 
erated by the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative, the /celand, Coral 
Sea, Sidney, and Vitanic; are those the ones that come into the area 
that you are interested in primarily ‘ 

Mr. Grimes. That is correct. We are not able to handle our fish 
product with the other association at all, but the concern in Seattle 
that is supplying groceries to some of these local merchants in the 
villages are the primary operators of this Dahl Transportation and 
they are using their own boats, you might say, to transport their own 
cargo to the communities. 

Mr. Lennon. You call that the Dahl Lines? 

Mr. Grimes. Dahl Transportation Co. 

Mr. Lennon. Is that a cooperative ? 

Mr. Grimes. I do not know any of the details of it. I have never 
had anything to do with it. It appears to me from the best that I 

‘an observe, ‘that it is used primarily by a large grocery concern in 
Seattle to transport their own merchandise. 

Mr. Lennon. Of course, it is exempted under the law if it is oper- 
ated by an individual to haul its own freight. 

Mr. Grimes. Under that, it would be, yes. 

Mr. Lennon. So that, actually, these are the co-op vessels that are 
involved under this act oper: ated by the Ketchikan Merchants Asso- 
ciation cooperative / 

Mr. Grimes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmarz. Counsel ? 

Mr. Drewry. Mr. Grimes, in the 8 years that you have been in 
this area, what has happened to the communities populationwise ? 
Have they gone up or down or have there been new people coming in? 

Mr. Grimes. There has not been a great change in these commu- 
nities. I would say possibly the community of Craig has gone down 
slightly with the discontinuance of actual canning operations in that 
area, 

Mr. Drewry. Are they exclusively native communities ? 

Mr. Grimes. Yes. 

Mr. Drewry. That is all. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you, Mr. Grimes. 
(The statement follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF ELDON L. GRIMES 


My name is Eldon L. Grimes. I appear in support of S. 2669 and H.R. 9124, 
which would continue the operation of small boats until March 15, 1964. 

The need for this small boat service is just as extreme now as it was in 1957 
when Congress exempted these boats from Coast Guard inspection requirements, 
I can personally speak for the continued need for this service for the commu- 
nities of Klawock, Hydaburg, and Craig—all of which are fishing villages in 
southeastern Alaska. 

I am presently employed as manager of the Hydaburg Cooperative Association, 
which is composed of the native population of Hydaburg and through which the 
natives engage in fishing and operate a cannery. Hydaburg is located on the 
west coast of Prince of Wales Island. It has a population of between 350 to 400 
persons, all of whom are natives of Alaska. The only livelihood of these people 
is fishing and the related cannery operation. Hydaburg is almost completely 
dependent upon the service of small boats since the only common carrier giving 
any service to southeastern Alaska calls there irregularly and only during the 
fishing season. The result is that without the service of the small boats, this 
community would be stranded for several months of the year and would have 
no reliable means of obtaining the necessities of life which must be brought up 
from Seattle. 

The Hydaburg Cooperative Association and other cooperatives of natives of 
Alaska were set up under the Wheeler-Howard Act in order to provide them 
with a means of livelihood. In this connection, Government loans were made 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, both for the cannery plants and also to individ- 
uals for the purchase of fishing boats and equipment. There is presently out- 
standing approximately $1 million in loans which would not be able to be 
repaid if the fishing operations and cannery at Hydaburg were forced to close 
due to lack of water service to and from Seattle. The operation is quite sub- 
stantial for this small community and the cannery has had a gross operation 
of approximately one-half million dollars per year for the past 5 years. 

A similar association is set up in Klawock, which also owns a native cannery, 
Klawock is another fishing village located in the same general area and having a 
population of 300 to 350 natives. Klawock is even more dependent upon the 
small boat operation since large vessels cannot call directly at the dock because 
of the shallow draft harbor. Since the present plans are to temporarily shut 
down the cannery at Hydaburg this season and have the cannery operations con- 
centrated in Klawock, the need for the continuation of this small boat service 
is even more imperative. 

Craig is a small fishing village located also on the west coast of Prince of 
Wales Island, having a population of between 400 to 500 persons. It is largely 
dependent upon the small boats for the obtaining of perishables and supplies. 
Craig has no regular service available to it other than by small vessels. 

There is located a small cold storage plant at Tokeen, a few miles north or 
Craig. This operation is very important to the local economy and is served 
by the small boats and receives no regular service from any other source. It 
would be hard-hit by the discontinuance of the small boat operation. 

I am personally familiar with the situation in these small fishing villages in 
southeastern Alaska and want the committee to understand that I do not find 
fault with any of the presently operating carriers. We use larger vessels when- 
ever possible and feel there is necessity for them. However, the nature of many 
of these small communities and their transportation needs are such that they 
cannot be met with large liberty-type or C1IMAV1-type vessels. If these small 
boats discontinue operations, it would be most damaging to these villages which 
I have mentioned and would severely handicap the industrial program provided 
for in the Wheeler-Howard Act, to which I have previously referred. 

I, therefore, respectfully ask the members of the committee to act favorably 
on this legislation so that we may have the assurance that our lifeline to other 
States, namely, the small boats, will not be cut and that the people there will be 
able to enjoy the necessities of life and to continue the operation of their 
canneries. 


Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Wingren. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL J. WINGREN, KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 


Mr. Wineren. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, Mr. 
Drewry. I have a prepared statement which I would like to have 
entered in the record. The time being so short, I will not read this 
at this time. However, since I prepared my statement, I have received 
a letter from one of our suppliers. 

Mr. Garmatz. Will you give your name and title? 

Mr. Wincren. My name is Paul J. Wingren. I am president and 
general manager of Wingren Food Stores. My mailing address is 
Box 377, Ketchikan, Alaska. I have been active im various phases 
of the retail food business in Ketchikan, Alaska, since 1929. 

This letter which I mentioned is from one of our suppliers and it 
points up just one of our problems in the delivery of merchandise 
at the Seattle end via the common carrier. 

I would like to read this. This gentleman said: 


I have just learned that in order to deliver fresh milk, ice cream and frozen 
foods to Alaska Steamship Co., we must make three separate deliveries to their 
dock. The variations in delivery times make it impossible to plan ahead, the 
shipping department tells us. Some weeks it may be Wednesday afternoon. 
Most of the time it probably would be Thursday, but some weeks it could be as 
late as Friday morning. These deliveries are at a particular time and they 
(meaning Alaska Steam) notify us of the deadline by phone and we do not have 
drivers waiting here at our warehouse for orders. I was unaware of these 
special deliveries and special deadlines when I talked with Alaska Steamship 
representatives. They did not clarify this either. I had thought we could deliver 
all three at once, 


That, gentlemen, concludes my statement at this time, except that I 
urge passage of this legislation under consideration. 

Mr. Garmatz. Did you say you wanted your statement inserted 
in the record ? 

Mr. Wrnearen. Yes. It has been submitted. 

Mr. Garmatz. So ordered. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAUL J. WINGREN 


My name is Paul J. Wingren. I am president and general manager of Win- 
gren Food Stores. My mailing adress is Box 377, Ketchikan, Alaska. I have 
been active in various phases of the retail food business in Ketchikan, Alaska, 
since 1929. We now operate 2 of the larger of the 16 retail food stores in the 
immediate Ketchikan area. As well as speaking for myself, I believe I can 
speak for the majority of those retailers of food, as well as for the majority of 
other retailers and other businesses in the area. In Ketchikan alone, for ex- 
ample, the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association has some 80 active 
members, and their ships are presently running at capacity or near capacity. 
In addition to supplying the townspeople of Ketchikan, we supply the surround- 
ing area, including logging camps, mining camps, Government installations, and 
Government dependent personnel at various outposts. 

I consider it a privilege to appear before this committee. Recognizing the im- 
portance and need for Senate bill 2669 and H.R. 9124, I will have traveled some 
7,000 miles on this, my first trip to Washington, in order to testify in behalf of 
the bills. I hope I will be able to give testimony which will be sufficiently con- 
vincing to merit your support of the bills. I have recently reviewed the testimony 
given at hearings before a House committee in September of 1957, and find that 
there is little change in the need then and now. Legislation under consideration 
then, which became law of a more or less temporary nature, and under consid- 
eration now, is similar, and the need for such legislation is just as great now. 
The action taken, and the legislation passed by the 85th Congress was good, 
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but it was not enough. Alaska needs, among other things, permanent legislation, 
in order that charter-boat service to southeastern Alaska may be continued 
to all ports, in an orderly fashion. 

I would like to take the liberty of suggesting that this committee review the 
testimony given at hearings in Alaska in 1957 and in 1959, as a matter of back- 
ground, and note the similarity with testimony that this committee has heard and 
will hear. This is not a “flash in the pan” problem, but a problem of continuing 
importance to every person in southeastern Alaska. The committee may or may 
not be aware that except for a few small airborne emergency shipments, and 
shipments of highly perishable merchandise, our only method of moving freight, 
into or out of Alaska, is by water. Food shipments carried north by Ketchikan 
Merchants Cooperative Association vessels, to Ketchikan, some 700 miles north 
of Seattle, to Wrangell, some 800 miles north of Seattle, and to Juneau, more 
than 900 miles north of Seattle, together with shipments to many small outports, 
serve some 25,000 to 30,000 people, most of whom like to eat the same foods 
which you enjoy. The parents of Alaskan children are just as concerned in 
seeing that their children have the proper diet as are parents in your hometown. 
Ketchikan, for example, is on an island, and other southeastern Alaska communi- 
ties, regardless of size, are similarly isolated. We have no railroads. We have 
no trucklines. We have no ferry system, although we hope to eventually, Con- 
gress permitting. 

In view of the isolated position of the various southeastern Alaska communi- 
ties, I feel that we are entitled to special consideration, which would continue to 
permit service to all of southeastern Alaska, including the major towns, which, 
incidentally, are still small towns, by charter boat, without being hamstrung by 
regulations which would make their operation impractical if not impossible. The 
charter boats must carry cargo for all ports, and not just the smaller outports, 
to make their operation economically feasible. The some 14 million pounds of 
fish processed annually by the three cold-storage plants at Ketchikan, for exam- 
ple, makes up a large part of the southbound cargo of these small boats, and 
the movement of this fish does not lend itself to being moved in larger vessels. 
Mr. Pinkerton will, I believe, enlarge on this particular point in his testimony, 

Visualize, if you will, gentlemen, that it is necessary to haul from Seattle 
practically everything that you eat, drink (except water), wear, or otherwise 
use in everyday living, from a distance comparable to hauling all of these things 
to Washington, D.C., from Miami or Tampa. In an area such as southeastern 
Alaska, where perhaps 99 percent of our foodstuffs are imported from the Seattle 
area, including fresh meat, fresh milk, and fresh fruits and vegetables, one car- 
rier is not enough. If the service of the charter vessels is eliminated, I strongly 
fear that we in southeastern Alaska will again be subjected to the monopolistic 
practices of the one and only common carrier, a carrier which has increased 
its rates twice in the past 15 months. There was one 15 percent increase, 
followed recently by an additional 10 percent increase, for a total of 2614 percent. 

Since early in World War II, when shipping space became scarce, and up to 
the time when the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association reintroduced the 
shipment of fresh beef, it was possible to ship beef only in the frozen state. 
Fresh beef is the more desirable and more palatable product, and a product to 
which my customers should be entitled if they prefer it, which the vast ma- 
jority do. 

The same is true of fresh milk. Until about 7 years ago, the Ketchikan area 
had some dairy herds, but, because of prolonged shipping strikes, it was not 
possible to import feed and the result was the slaughter of the herds. Dairy 
herds in Ketchikan have not since been used, and all the milk has been im- 
ported. At the present time, Ketchikan alone imports approximately 3,000 
gallons of fresh milk per week. It has been proven that KMCA vessels, with 
their superior refrigeration, is the best way to ship this highly perishable 
product. KMCA vessels have special compartments for fresh milk, at properly 
controlled temperatures, whereas the larger ships of the common carrier must 
stow fresh milk together with other commodities in other than ideal shipping 
temperatures. Freezing greatly affects the very delicate flavor of fresh dairy 
products. Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association is vital to all industry 
in southeastern Alaska. To fully understand its importance you must visualize 
logging camps, fishermen, and miners working areas as much as 60 miles from 
the nearest town, completely dependent upon Alaskan outfitters for all their 
needs. The outfitters have found that by splitting important shipments between 
two shipping lines they can feel more secure that one of the boats will arrive 
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.on time. One day doesn’t sound very important in the terms of just your wages, 
put it is vital to a logger that employs up to 60 men, or a fisherman that has 
only 1 month to fish. Both fishing and logging are highly seasonal industries. 
Most merchandise is not suitable airfreight for seaplanes to the logging camps 
and fishing grounds, such as reels of cable, construction materials, and the like. 

Realize, gentlemen, that there are many services that were not available to 
us when there was only one shipping line. Competition has given us these 
services and elimination of charter boats would again terminate many of these 
services. Any businessman would welcome an opportunity to have a guaranteed 
territory with captive customers, but history proves that the customer always 
suffers under this monopolistic arrangement. Most certainly competition is 
the lifeblood of business anywhere, including Alaska. 

We do not advocate the eliminiation of Alaska Steamship Co., and if this 
situation were reversed, we would be here to tell you how important Alasku 
Steamship Co. is to us. Please try to visualize yourself and feel your anxieties 
if you had your life’s savings invested in a business or industry and were com- 
pletely dependent upon one source of supply. One strike, one storm, one error 
in judgment, or one motor failure could make the difference between profit and 
loss. 

The flexibility of the charter boats is also important. Our agent recognizes 
that frequently our requirements change on short notice, and deadlines and 
sailing times can be changed accordingly, to fit the particular needs of the 
membership. The Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association is operated 
under policies worked out by the membership, through local advisory commit- 
tees, which makes it the closest possible approach to each shipper having his 
own vessel to fit his own particular needs. Gentlemen, I would like to point 
out to you that there is a vast difference between having this type of operation 
serving our needs as compared to the one and only common carrier who sets his 
own policies and his own rigid schedules, and whose attitude very often is: 
“Take it or leave it.” In other words, with the charter boats we have a service 
tailored to the needs of the membership, rather than an inflexible service which 
is rigidly scheduled and allows for little if any deviation. For example, the 
common carrier cannet or will not call at the smaller outports, necessitating 
transshipment, at extra cost, and delay of all freight to these smaller ports. 
Construction contractors in particular, doing Government work at the smaller 
ports, prefer to use charter boats which will deliver freight direct to jobsite, 
resulting in faster delivery and lower costs. I also feel that the factor of com- 
petition has a certain tendency to keep freight rates from increasing more than 
what they have. Although there have been no serious marine strikes for several 
years now, the charter boats have in the past been the lifeline to Alaska during 
strikes, and could very well serve that same purpose again in the future. 

Our Governor has recognized the need for this legislation, and is urging its 
passage. Our State legislature has also recognized the need, and, by memorial, 
is urging its passage. 

Gentlemen, I conclude this statement by urging your support and subsequent 
passage of S. 2669 and H.R. 9124. 


Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Lennon? 

Mr. Lennon. I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Mr. Wingren, for appearing here. 
Mr. Wineren. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Maurice Buness ? 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE BUNESS, WRANGELL, ALASKA 


Mr. Buness. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, due to 
the shortage of time, I will not read my entire statement. 

My name is Maurice Buness and I am a partner of Buness Bros., 
a merchandising store in Wrangell, Alaska. We began this business 
in 1953, the nature of which is principally hard goods, including 
marine supplies. Our service in Wrangell is a weekly service due to 
the fact we have a biweekly service from Alaska Steam and KMCA 
calls on us alternately. 
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I recommend the passage of the bill so that we can continue weekly 
service with our growing economy. I have letters from merchants 
and the chamber of commerce and the city council. However, they 
are addressed to the Senate. I will make copies available to this 
committee. 

My statement is available here now. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you have copies from the council, and so forth? 

Mr. Buness. Yes, I have copies. However, they are made to the 
Senate. I will make copies available for the record here. 

Mr. Garmatz. We will insert them in the record at this point. 

(The letters follow :) 


Harsor SEAFOoDS Co., 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sie: With reference to your bill No. S. 2669, we would like to thank you 
for your interest in our shipping problems and want to give you our support for 
the passage of this bill. 

Since these small shipping vessels are so necessary to Alaska, we feel that 
the passage of this bill cannot be minimized. This bill was to have a great and 
continuing effect upon the healthy growth of southeastern Alaska. 

Thank you again for your interest in our shipping problems. 

Sincerely, 
Harry SUNDBERG. 


TOWN OF WRANGELL, 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK AND TREASURER, 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 11, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, Washington, 
DC. 

Dear SENATOR: In view of the limited water transportation facilities afforded 
this port we feel that continuation of service by small vessels to this and other 
southeast Alaska ports is vitally essential to carry on the normal needs of the 
communities. We find our merchants are definitely handicapped when unable 
to get shipping service other than one commercial vessel every 2 weeks as now 
provided by Alaska Steamship Co., and this one only northbound. 

The service offered by the smaller vessels is a necessity for many of our mer- 
chants, especially those in the fresh produce line. 

It is our understanding that S. 2669 before your committee proposes to make 
possible continuation of the smaller vessel service. 

In the interests of the welfare of this community we heartily favor such 
legislation. 

Lew M. WILLIAMS, Sr., Mayor. 


WRANGELL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Senator Magnuson: The Wrangell Chamber of Commerce wishes to 
endorse your bill No. 2669 concerning small shipping vessels operating in south- 
eastern Alaska waters. 

With the increased lumber development along with other industries in this 
area it is more important than ever that we have at least a weekly service. 
Along with this development comes new families and new businesses which call 
for additional shipping needs. 

In addition the small vessels not only service towns but can make frequent 
stops at logging camps and other small settlements that would be impossible 
for the larger vessels. 
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This continued weekly service is vitally important to the economic growth of 
this area. 
Yours very truly, 
J. Dar Smiru, President. 


BENJAMIN’S STORE, 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MaGnuson: I strongly urge recommendation of passage of Sen- 
ate bill 2669, pertaining to small-boat service to Alaska. 

The service given Wrangell by Ketchikan Merchants Charter Service the past 
several years has been a big factor in the economy and welfare of our town. 
To my knowledge KMCA has done a fine job in every respect and deserves the 
opportunity to continue. 

I have been active in the grocery and general merchandise business here for 
33 years and honestly believe competition is good for every business, including 
my own. When Alaska Steamship Co. held a monopoly we could never be cer- 
tain of anything. Since KMCA has been serving us we have had regular weekly 
service. In the grocery business this is especially important in regard to fresh 
milk, eggs, and produce—all essential to a healthy community. 

Please take into careful consideration the facts presented by Senator Bob 
Bartlett and Senator Ernest Gruening, both of whom have first-hand knowledge 
of our problems. 

Very truly yours, 
Lioyp C. BENJAMIN. 


CAMPBELL BROos., 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON : We wish to express our very sincere thanks to you 
for your efforts on behalf of Senate bill 2669. 

We do not feel that we can stress too strongly the need for the continuance 
of weekly freight service to our town and to the other smaller towns in south- 
east Alaska. This weekly service has been made available only through the 
help of smaller charter boats such as those provided by the Ketchikan Mer- 
chants Charter Association. 

We urgently request that you continue to give your support to Senate bill 
2669. 

Yours very truly, 
CAMPBELL & Hay, INc., 
J.C. Hay, Vice President. 


RELIANCE SHRIMP Co., 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 9, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: We want to give you our support for the bill S. 2669 before the 
legislature at the present time. 

As you know, the whole future as well as the present of Alaska depends upon 
adequate water-transportation facilities. During some of the winter months, 
these small vessels give us the only regular shipping service available which is 
so necessary for maintaining our businesses. 

It is our sincere hope that passage of your bill S. 2669 can be effected. We 
feel sure the economy of this section of Alaska would be helped tremendously. 


Sincerely yours, N BG 
NEIL BE. GRANT. 
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HIEBERT BROTHERS LOGGING, 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 10, 1960, 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Siz: We would like to endorse and give you our support to your bill 
S. 2669, concerning small shipping vessels operating in southeastern Alaskan 
waters. 

These small vessels are able to give special service not possible or economical 
for the larger vessels; they can make regular and frequent stops in out-of-the 
way places loading as well as unloading cargo. The passage of your bill S. 2669 
is very vital to the continued growth and prosperity of Alaska. 

Thank you for your interest,in.our shipping problems. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. C. HIEBERT. 


RITCHIE TRANSPORTATION Co., 
Wrangell, Alaska, February 6, 1960. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Siz: We would like to thank you for your interest in our shipping prob- 
lems and want to give you our support for the passage of your bill S. 2669. 

We want to assure you that the weekly service we have been receiving has 
been tremendous help to us in our type of business. We only hope that this 
service can be continued. We certainly do not like the idea of having to go 
back to a twice-a-month basis as it would not coincide with our own weekly 
service. 

Thank you again for your interest in our shipping problems. 

Very truly yours, 


A. V. RITCHIE. 
Mr. GarmMatz. You say you have been up there since 1953? 


Mr. Buness. Yes; 7 years. 

Mr. Garmatz. You do most of your hauling through the Alaska 
Steamship ? 

Mr. Buness. A little over half from Alaska Steam and the balance 
with KMCA, the small boats. 

Mr. Garmatz. We thank you very much. 

Mr. Buness. Thank you. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE BUNESS 


My name is Maurice Buness and I am a partner of Buness Bros., a merchan- 
dising store in Wrangell, Alaska. We began this business in May of 1953, and 
the nature of our business is that of dealing principally with hard goods, in- 
cluding marine supplies. The supplies are for fishing vessels as well as log- 
ging camps. 

At the present time we receive service from the common carrier, Alaska 
Steamship Co., every other week. To supplement this and to assure ourselves 
of at least the minimum service which a town of the size of Wrangell must 
have, we arrange for vessels of the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Associa- 
tion to call on alternate weeks. Prior to the KMCA operation, Alaska Steam, 
on many occasions, failed to live up to even the inadequate biweekly schedule 
without any prior warning to us townspeople and merchants of Wrangell. 

By weekly service, we are able to provide our town with fresh produce, fruit, 
and other perishable items which could not be kept to sell fresh over a 2-week 
period. 

Logging is a very important industry, not only to Wrangell because of the 
lumber mill we have in town, but further, because of the loggers who depend 
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upon us to provide and supply them with the equipment, fresh produce, and sup- 
plies they need. The loggers come in for food and supplies usually once a week. 
If the logging camps could not get fresh produce, they cannot keep their work- 
jng crew. Our town of Wrangell is beginning to grow and develop with the ex- 
panding logging industry. To eliminate our weekly service, which we so des- 
perately need, would penalize us at a time when we need it the most. 

A new lumber mill will start operating this year, and it will increase an ad- 
ditional 60 to 80 new millworkers in our town. New housing and living units 
must be provided for all of our new population. If the extension of the present 
exempting legislation is not granted, we will not be able to provide the ordinary 
everyday living needs of the community. Wesimply request that this extension 
be granted so that we can continue to provide for ourselves what others cannot 
or will not provide for us. 

I also have with me letters from other merchants of Wrangell, as well as the 
chamber of commerce, urging the passage of this legislation, and which I would 
like to introduce and make a part of the record. 


Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Pinkerton. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PINKERTON, KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 


Mr. Prnxerton. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is James G. Pinkerton. My address is Box 1309, Ketchikan, 
Alaska. I am manager of the Ketchikan Cold Storage Co. of Ketchi- 
kan, a member of the City Council of Ketchikan. I am vice presi- 
dent and a member of the board of directors of the Ketchikan Mer- 
chants Cooperative Association. 

I have a copy of my remarks which I would like to insert in the 
record, and I would like to expand on these remarks and touch briefly 
on them for a few moments and then I would appreciate any questions 
which might clarify our position in the matter of operation of these 
boats which are quite vital to our cold-storage operation. 

First of all, to further identify myself, I would like to say that I 
am an ex-sharecropper from Alabama. I have worked here in Wash- 
ington. Through the courtesy and help of one Congressman, I was 
able to attend George Washington University. I migrated to Alaska 
in 1946, and gradually worked my way up to my present position of 
manager of a $114 million installation. 

As outlined in my remarks, I have built our operation up to the 
largest producer of frozen fish in Alaska. Our production, which is 
ete from vessels which fish from, say, 100 miles south of 

etchikan all the way to the Bering Seas, is processed in our plant. 
We have a crew of some 60 men and women at the height of the season 
and our finished product is distributed throughout the mainland of 
the United States, the 48 States. 

The delivery of our finished product in a satisfactory manner, both 
the protection of the product and on a satisfactory arrival schedule 
to our customers, is vital to our operation. Without satisfactory 
delivery date, it would be impossible for us to maintain the present 
level of our production, which is some 6 million pounds of halibut, 
salmon and sablefish per year. 

Mr. Garmatz. In other words, the importance to you is the export- 
ing not the importing ? 

Mr. Prnxerton. Yes, sir. We provide the four vessels operated by 
the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association with a good portion 
of their southbound tonnage which is vital to the economy of their 
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operation and makes it possible for them to have a two-way haul, 
They could not survive with only a northbound cargo. 

Now, if the committee will bear with me, I would like to point out 
why these small boats which are fully refrigerated are vital to our 
operation. They are small in length. Our dockfront is 590 feet. The 
only alternative we have, if we do not ship on them, is on the 
C1-MAV-1 operated by the Alaska Steamship Co. or on one of their 
Liberty ships. 

Now, the small vessels operated by Ketchikan merchants have 
hatches into which we can dump loose fish. A lot of it goes to 
Seattle for further processing, steaking for the Army or loading in 
rail cars, and we can drop it as you come in this room if you had a 
hatch in the ceiling and just dump it in like frozen cordwood. By 
comparison on a C1-MAYV-1 and that type vessel operated by the one 
common carrier, each fish has to be stowed manually one at a time 
either in their No. 4 hatch or in refrigerated vans carried on deck, 

Now, bear in mind that these vessels, these C1-MAV-1 are large 
ships and they carry a large crew, nearly 40 men, but for them to move 
loose fish the loading rate is limited to the number of fish that two 
men working at a time can handle by hand which makes the operation 
very slow and uneconomic both for the vessel operator and for our- 
selves because it keeps our crew standing by waiting for those fish to 
be stowed by hand. 

Now, we load much faster on the smaller vessels. They take up less 
of our dock space. 

When a large ship comes into our dock we are put out of business 
as far as receiving fresh fish or selling bait which is an important part 
of our operation. 

We cannot survive on one vessel service per week. We must have 
more than one in order to make deliveries of our production because 
our fishing season is limited to about 4 months and to buy in the 
volume which I do and distribute satisfactorily, we have to have fre- 
quent service. 

Now, we have no complaint against the service that we receive from 
thecarrier. We just say it is not adequate. 

Now, there is some 23 million pounds of fish produced and frozen 
in southeastern Alaska annually. The common carrier has on an 
average a one a week knot ship calling in southeastern Alaska ports. 
In their No, 4 hatch they can carry 100,000 pounds of frozen fish. 
They normally carry two reefers on deck. That is 180,000 pounds a 
week. 

It would take them more than 2 years to haul out the annual pro- 
duction of frozen fish in southeastern Alaska if we were wholly de- 
pendent upon them to move the tonnage, and they cannot even call 
at the Phillips cold storage in Ketchikan or at the Tokeen cold stor: 
plant in Tokeen, and, secondly, chasing around to these various cold 
storage plants to move out the product tonnage, they would never be 
able to maintain a satisfactory schedule of those vessels which are 
very expensive to operate. 

We have more than a million dollar investment in our plant. Our 
plant is now inoperative due to a serious fire which occurred in Jan- 
uary. The rehabilitation and reconstruction of our plant which was 
partially burned on the 25th of January of this year will be deter- 
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mined after the Congress has made its decision on this legislation, 
because, frankly, it is my opinion that it would be most difficult for 
us to remain in business without the service of these small boats and it 
would not be possible for us to maintain our present level of produc- 
tion. 

We urge that favorable consideration be given to this legislation. 

If there are any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 

Mr. Lennon. Does the KMCA own the four vessels: /celand, Coral 
Sea, Sidney, and Vitanic? 

Mr. Pinkerton. No, sir; they are chartered. 

Mr. Lennon. By the association? 

Mr. Pinkerton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. What would be the cost to bring these particular ves- 
sels in line with the Coast Guard recommendations ? 

Mr. Pinkerton. We had one vessel surveyed, and I believe Mr. 
Wohlstetter will bear me out in this, and the cost was between $40,000 
and $50,000 just for improving the vessel to the point where it would 
be paipped to meet inspection. 

Mr. Lennon. What is the approximate appraisal value of these 
vessels? Is it around $60,000 to $75,000? 

Mr. Pinkerton. Some would run well over $100,000. 

Mr. Lennon. Did I not see somewhere in the record where it was 
estimated that the appraised value of at least two of them was around 
$60,000-some ? 

Mr. Woutstetrrer. Could I correct the record, Congressman Len- 
non? We had an appraisal made by independent marine surveyors 
and two of the vessels were appraised at $66,000 each and the third 
one at $73,000, and the fourth one at $75,000. 

Mr. Lennon. So that there is no one of the four that has been ap- 
praised by an independent appraiser in excess of $75,000? 

Mr. Woutstetter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. I think one of the arguments set forth in the state- 
ment was that it would cost around $45,000 to repair a vessel that 
had an average appraised value of all four of about close to $68,000. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. That is entirely correct. 

There is not an owner of a vessel in the world that would make that 
investment on a vessel worth that much. 

Mr. Garmatz. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garmartz. Were those figures just a little high in comparison 
with the figures that the Coast Guard people had arrived at? 

Mr. Wontsterrer. Let me break it down. I would take exception 
tothat. The appraisal figures are as Congressman Lennon stated and 
I stated and verified. The cost of modifications which were required 
by the Coast Guard were about $30,000. However, it is important to 
note that that survey made by the Coast Guard was before the draw- 
ing of the tail shaft and drydocking of the vessel and based on the 
experience I have had with other steamship companies, you can safely 
add another $10,000 to the cost to be in a conservative way, so that I 
would say that a minimum cost of meeting inspection of this vessel, 
the Ruth Ann, which was submitted to inspection is in excess of 
$40,000 on a vessel worth somewhere between $66,000 and $75,000. 
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Mr. Lennon. I have one other question. Does the gentleman think 
that the time will come in the reasonably forseeable future where these 
vessels operated by cooperatives can comply with the Coast Guard 
regulations and not destroy the economy of southeastern Alaska as 
you both contend ? 

Mr. Prnxerton. Mr. Congressman, I firmly believe that Alaska is 
going to grow in population. We who are here today from Alaska 
are seeking to make Alaska, particularly our part of Alaska, a place 
to live and not a place to leave. We want to attract population and to 
build industry and to do that we must at least maintain our own 
present economy which is dependent upon service, because Ketchikan 
1s the same as Hoonah and Kake. We have no gardens. We have no 
chicken ranches. All of our food has to come in. Our basic industry 
is expanding. You must have a basic industry around which to build 
the population. There is a new pulp mill in Ketchikan, a $5214 mil- 
lion investment which went in and started operation in 1953. They 
have one which started in Sitka and there are others in the planning 
stage and, as our’basic industry develops around which you will have 
the shoemaker and the grocery man and the other service people, we 
will be able to provide additional tonnage which, in turn, can support 
vessels which will meet the Coast Guard regulations. 

I would like to add one other point. Our cargo is fully covered by 
insurance with the exception of a $500 deductible and the insurance 
company gives us the same rate on a $500 deductible as they do the 
Alaska steam vessels on a thousand dollar deductible policy. 

The insurance companies do not quarrel with us because we are not 
under inspection. We have no arguments and we are covered in that 
extent. 

Mr. Lennon. The gentleman is proof enough that a man can go to 
Alaska and be successful. I expect he was successful before he went 
but he has demonstrated his success here this morning. 

Mr. Pinkerton. Sir, as a sharecropper from Alabama, I know 
Alaska has treated me well. I have made it my home by intent. I 
intend to remain there and I certainly am interested in progress of 
our country, and I thank you very much for the privilege of being 
here. 

Mr. Garmatz. I am sorry that my colleague, Mr. Boykin, is not 
here to hear one of his fellow Alabamians. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PINKERTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James G, Pinkerton, 
My address is Box 1309, Ketchikan, Alaska. I am manager of the Ketchikan 
Cold Storage Co. of Ketchikan. 

Our plant is the largest cold storage plant in Alaska and for the past 2 years 
we have processed more frozen fish than any other facility in Alaska. In my 
capacity as manager, I personally negotiate the purchase and the sales of all 
fish processed by the Ketchikan Cold Storage. Fish processed at our plant origi- 
nates between a point a hundred or so miles south of Ketchikan and the Bering 
Sea, including the Gulf of Alaska and inland waters along the coastline. 

Our finished product is distributed between Fairbanks, Alaska, and Miami, 
Fla.—Seattle to San Diego to Boston—and a great many points in between those 
various cities. In fact it would be safe to say that some of our production was 
distributed through retail outlets in all the major population centers of the 
United States. 

In addition to negotiating for the purchase of the raw material for our plant, 
the supervision of the 60 menand women who are employed by us at the peak of 
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the season, the marketing of our production, I also make all shipping arrange- 
ments. It is in connection with this phase of our operation that I am here to 
speak to you today. Our very existence is contingent upon adequate and satis- 
factory shipping service. Our production has to be delivered to railhead at either 
Prince Rupert, British Columbia, or Seattle in an orderly and businesslike 
fashion or else we simply cannot operate. Our plant, as well as the other cold 
storage plants in Alaska, is an integral part of the fishing industry in Alaska. 
The very existence of the industry is contingent upon not only the fishing fleet, 
manned by capable men, but the necessary shoreside processing facilities staffed 
by competent personnel to take care of this highly perishible commodity plus 
adequate and satisfactory transportation facilities to move the finished proauct 
toward the consumer market. 

Believe me, gentlemen, I cannot overemphasize the importance of adequate 
and satisfactory shipping service to our industry. On this subject, I speak from 
experience dating back to 1948 when I joined our firm. Since the fall of 1954 
I have traveled over 300,000 miles throughout the United States in connection 
with my work. I know from hundreds of discussions with fish dealers and dis- 
tributors how dependent they are upon satisfactory delivery of merchandise they 
have ordered from Alaska fish processors. Like anyone else, they have to handle 
their inventory in an orderly fashion. They cannot do business from an empty 
storeroom nor can they operate with a 6 months’ or a year’s supply dumped on 
them at one time. 

The preceding presentation has been made to focus your attention on the fact 
that firms in Alaska, such as ours, have to operate in an orderly fashion the 
same as firms elsewhere. True, we are faced with many handicaps due to our 
remoteness and comparative isolation but be that as it may we have still managed 
to exist regardless of the difficulties. 

To bring more substance into this matter, I would like to mention that there 
has been in excess of 23 million pounds of fish of various varieties frozen in 
Alaska each year for the past several years. The one common ¢arrier which 
serves southeastern Alaska is not adequately equipped to handle the frozen fish 
produced in that area to railhead in an orderly manner. With only two or three 
refrigerated vans on deck and the built-in refrigerated space in their No. 4 
hatch, it would be safe to say that it would take the CMAV-1’s operated by 
the one common carrier more than 2 years to haul the annual offerings of frozen 
fish to railhead on the basis of sailing schedules adhered to during the past 
several years. ‘Those vessels are far too expensive to operate to be use solely 
for moving the limited frozen tonnage they are equipped to handle. They were 
not built to provide refrigerated service. They are war surplus ships and their 
freezer space was built primarily to handle ship’s stores and a reasonable amount 
of frozen food being delivered to troops receiving dry cargo. These ships were 
not constructed to service the Alaska trade. If they were fully refrigerated, as 
some CMAY-1’s were, they would have too much space available. 

Our industry needs service not only to Seattle but to Prince Rupert as well. 
The one common carrier serving our area does not deliver frozen fish to Prince 
Rupert with their CMAV-1’s. There are plants in our area, such as the E. C. 
Phillips & Son plant in Ketchikan and the Tokeen Ice & Cold Storage plant at 
Tokeen, which are built over shallow water and which cannot accommodate 
vessels with the draft of CMAV-1’s. Unless service to those plants is provided 
by shallow draft vessels they would be forced to cease operating. 

For a good many years, approximately 50 percent of our production has been 
moved out by small refrigerated charter vessels. During the 1958 and 1959 
seasons, I have just about equally divided my shipments between Ketchikan 
Merchants Cooperative Association vessels and those of the common carrier. 
Neither line was able to handle my full requirements, and in many instances my 
shipments fill all the refrigerated space provided on the CMAYV-1’s. In three 
instances during 1959, the common carrier landed Liberty ships at our dock and 
loaded frozen fish into refrigerated vans stowed on deck. This was a very slow 
loading-out operation and very expensive both to ourselves and to the carrier. 

To make sales we must be in a position to assure delivery at a time which 
meets the customers’ requirements. Our industry needs the refrigerated space 
now available on the small charter vessels. We need the flexibility they operate 
with. If those small vessels are not allowed to continue operation as in the 
past, a serious blow to not only the cold storage industry in Alaska will be 
suffered but it will have serious consequences to the general economy in Alaska 
where so many people depend on the fishing industry for their livelihood. 
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Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Rivers or Mr. Wohlstetter, whom do you have 
here? 

We have one more witness, but the point that is worrying me, and 
I think that is probably on the minds of some of the other committee 
members, is that you have a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury 
in which he says: 


The Treasury Department has consistently opposed legislation which tends to 
lower accepted merchant marine safety standards as prescribed by statute. En- 
actment of Public Law 85-739 exempted a class of vessels operating in the in- 
land waters of Alaska from the inspection and manning requirements of R.S. 
4426 (46 U.S.C. 404). Vessels of this same class operating in other areas do 
not enjoy this privilege. 


Then they say : 


Further, the vessels so engaged have demonstrated in their operations the con- 
tinuing need for application of recognized safety measures. Since the initiation 
of legislation in July of 1957 which authorized the exemption of these vessels 
from inspection and manning, a number of vessels, so exempt, have been in- 
volved in serious casualties resulting in loss of property and serious jeopardy 
to human life. 


The Treasury Department firmly opposes the enactment of H.R. 9124. 


I would like to know just what has the cooperative that owns these 
four vessels done to improve the standards somewhat ? 

If there was a $30,000 job to be done on the safety requirements, 
have they spent any amount of money to bring up the requirements, 
manwise, personnel, or painting the bottom of the ship, or putting 
on another rudder, or what have you? What have they done? 

Mr. Woutstetrer. Some of the vessels have had increased modi- 
fication on the firefighting improvement. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you have any records to show that? Is there 
any one here who is sort of in the owner capacity of these ships? 


Mr. Woutstetrer. I think Mr. Ireland might be able to tell you 
that. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD W. IRELAND, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
KETCHIKAN MERCHANTS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Iretanp. My name is Donald W. Ireland. I am the assistant 
secretary of the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, and 
I deal directly with the owners of the vessels for and on behalf of the 
merchants in negotiating the terms of the charter and the condition 
of the vessels. 

The vessels are continually maintained by the Cooperative Associa- 
tion and when there are changes to be made or improvements simply 
in maintenance where a condition can be bettered, such as wiring, fire- 
fighting equipment, crew facilities, when exterior and interior por- 
tions of the vessels are improved to comply or come close to compli- 
ance with the normal safety regulations specified by the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Garmatz. Maintenance required regardless of these require- 
ments of the Coast Guard requirements so that you are not spending 
anything that you would not have to spend normally ? 

Mr. Irexanp. Yes, but maintenance such as wiring and/or the num- 
ber of fire extinguishers, the type of davits to use for the lifeboat 
equipment, other matters of that type where the maintenance can be 
a change. 
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Mr. Garmarz. Can you furnish us with a list of anything that has 
been done on these four ships to approach Coast Guard standards? 
Take any one of them. What have you done on any one of them? 

What have you done in the last 2 years since the other hearings to 
help bring up the standards of these ships as to safety ? 

Mr. IreLanp. I could later for the record insert a statement as re- 

uested. I do not have the figures available with me. I can obtain 
that and have it inserted in the record in the next few days, if the 
chairman would permit. 

Mr. Garmatz, I think it would be very helpful. 

I know your problems of getting service in and out has not become 
any better and is probably getting worse, but due to increased popu- 
lation you are going to need those ships. What are you going to do 
to help yourself by giving us information which w ould give us some 
rhyme or reason to extend this for you? Are you going to go 2 more 
years and say, “Our problem is the same with the groceries and sea- 
food but we have not spent 5 cents to help with the safety of the 
ships” ? 

Mr. Lennon. Will you yield to me? 

Mr. Garmatz. Surely. 

Mr. Lennon. I want to read what the Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury has to say and then I will ask a few questions. 

Since the initiation of legislation in July of 1957 which authorized the ex- 
emption of these vessels from inspection and manning, a number of vessels, so 
exempt, have been involved in serious casualties resulting in loss of property 
and serious jeopardy to human life. 

Now how long have the /celand, the Coral Sea, the Sidney, and the 
Vitanic been under charter to your cooperative ? 

Mr. Iretanp. The latest has been the /celand, which has been un- 
der charter for 3 years. ‘The Vitanic is the old one and has been un- 
der charter since 1953. 

Mr. Lennon. The other two, please. 

Mr. Iretanv. The Coral Sea from 1955 and the Sidney has not been 
under steady charter but has been under charter for a few months 
at a time, starting with 1956 or 1957. 

Mr. Lennon. What I would like for you to do, and we are going to 
ask the Coast Guard when they come to testify, is to document these 
instances in which it alleges that these exempted vessels have been 
involved in casualties resulting in property loss and serious jeopardy 
to human life. 

We think that ought to be documented in this record. 

I want you to furnish for this record since July 1957, when the ex- 
emption was.made, the instances in which each of these four vessels 
under charter to your cooperative have been involved in any type of 
casualty which resulted in loss of property and the potential serious 
jeopardy to human life. 

Can you do that ? 

Mr. IreLanp. From the present time I can say that there is no in- 
stance of loss of property. 

Mr. Lennon. We are going to assume that the Coast Guard has 
documentary evidence of ‘its allega tions made in this letter addressed 
to the committee over the signature of the Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury who has jurisdiction over the Coast Guard. 
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Mr. Ire.anpb. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lennon. I want you now or in the immediate future to furnish 
for this record those documented instances in which each of these 
four vessels have been involved in any casualty which resulted in 
the loss of property or the potential loss of life, because you must 
refute what the Coast Guard has set forth in the letter. 

We are going to ask them to bring to this committee the specific 
instances in which it alleges that these vessels, meaning the four under 
charter to your association, have been involved, so that we can deter- 
mine who is right about this thing. This is a serious charge. It is 
up to you g gentlemen to refute it and if you want to act in good faith, 
you will supply this committee with the instances even if you have 
to make an investigation to determine where those instances were by 
date and location and the loss of property and the potential loss of 
human life. 

Mr. Woutsterter. Congressman Lennon, I was upset as you are 
about that statement in the committee report and since that time the 
Coast Guard has been very cooperative and, as a matter of fact, this 
morning the Coast Guard made available to me, to Mr. Ireland, the 
instances which they had in mind. 

Mr. Lennon. You knew about this, Mr. Ireland ? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. You were not very frank with me about it when I 
asked you about it. 

Mr. Iretanp. I am sorry. I misunderstood your question there. 
In all the time that you have been speaking there has been, since 
July of 1957, there has been only one incident where the /celand was 
grounded, at no loss of property and no jeopardly of life. 

Mr. Lennon. That is only one of the four. 

Mr. Irexanp. That is the only one of the four since 1957, July of 
1957. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I think, Mr. Congressman, with all due respect, 
that the burden should be that, if somebody makes an allegation as 
evidently the Coast Guard has, I would prefer to have them come to 
the committee with the specifics, because we have analyzed these and 
Mr. Ireland’s statement is entirely correct. 

Mr. Lennon. The assistant secretary of this cooperative would cer- 
tainly know or have some general knowledge of either one of the four 
ships under charter to him as to whether or not it had been involved 
in a possible or potential loss. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. Mr. Ireland informed me about this and we 
were quite concerned about it and his statement is entirely accurate. 

If you have any questions about the actual situation, with all due 
respect, I am suggesting that the Coast Guard should be the ones to 
explain the basis for their general allegation. 

Mr. Lennon. But you gentlemen are going back to Alaska with the 
exception of you. You ‘probably will not be here when the Coast 
Guard testifies. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. It was my understanding that the Coast Guard 
had no intention of testifying. 

Mr. Lennon. In the light of this statement, Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to insist that someone from the Coast Guard refute this state- 
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ment or offer documentary evidence of it and give you gentlemen a 
chance to refute it. 

Mr. Woutstetter. Then I think that had better be done while Mr. 
Ireland is here and we will withhold our last witness for this purpose. 

Mr. Lennon. This statement should not go unchallenged either by 
the committee or your cooperative. 

Mr. Pinkerton. I wonder if the Coast Guard might be referring 
to a vessel which was sunk? I would not make the statement whether 
it was prior to the enactment of the legislation or before but one 
vessel was lost. One vessel went on the beach without loss of cargo. 
I personally had cargo aboard that vessel and, to the best of my 
knowledge, as vice president of the organization, that was the only 
incident. 

Mr. Lennon. Let us get this thing in perspective, gentlemen. As I 
understood it, this act ‘of 1957 specifically exempted by statute the 
vessels under charter to this cooperative, so that I assume that we are 
talking about these four vessels. 

I assume that the Coast Guard had reference to these four vessels. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. I do not think so. That is where the difficulty 
comes in. 

Mr. Lennon. That is what I am trying to ascertain. 

Mr. Woutsrerrer. I can tell you that the list that I have seen from 
the Coast Guard had reference to accidents of vessels which are not 
and never were operated by this association and it is just a matter of 
how you look at the situation. 

I think that this association has an excellent record. As Admiral 
Richmond testified in 1957, he knows not of a single case of a serious 
accident of this association caused by lack of inspection requirements. 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Counsel, what I want to find out is who the Coast 
Guard is talking about. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. I say again that that question had best be ad- 
dressed to the Coast Guard and we will defer our last witness for that 
purpose because evidently the Congressman seems to be convinced 
as to the need for the continuation of this service. 

Mr. Lennon. I do. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. And the safety aspect seems to be much more im- 
portant so that, if I can speak for the association, we will surrender 
our forum at this point to give the Coast Guard the opportunity to 
come forward with the basis for their allegation. 

Mr. Rivers. And would the gentleman yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. Lennon. I will have to yield to the Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Garmartz. It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Rivers. I wish to make the point that even inspected vessels 
do run on reefs and get sunk and are involved in collisions. As the 
counsel said, those four ships probably have almost a perfect record, 
the point being that you would have to say that certain mishaps are 
not attributable to the lack of inspection or they might be. That is 
the point I am making. 

Mr. Lennon. You cannot ese ape the implication in the language 
of that last sentence of that last paragraph in which they m: ake the 
charge: 
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Since the initiation of legislation in July of 1957 which authorized the ex. 
emption of these vessels from inspection and manning, a number of vessels, go 
exempt, have been involved in serious casualties * * * 


That is what they charge. 

Let us hear the proof. 

Mr. Rivers. I thought that was an overstatement when I read it. 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Chairman. 

Did I understand you to ask the Coast Guard to testify ? 

Mr. Garmatz. There are three representatives of the Coast Guard 
here this morning. We are working overtime. 

I wonder how long these witnesses are going to stay ? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I believe I can speak for Mr. Steear 
in saying that he is willing to submit his testimony for the record. 

Mr. Garmatz. We do not want to cut you short on time. There 
is a question of whether we can meet again. 

The Panama Canal Subcommittee is meeting and the Merchant 
Marine Academy hearings will be held. The next time will be Thurs- 


day morning. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Steear will be leaving. May I submit his state- 
ment for the record ¢ 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN STEEAB 


My name is Red Steear, of Elfin Cove, Alaska, and I own the J. M. Steear 
Fish Co. My principal business is that of buying fish directly from the fishing 
vessels. I have been doing this business since 1945. 

As a part of my business, I sell supplies to the fishing vessels. 

As a member of Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, I am able to 
get weekly service of fresh produce and merchandise for the fishermen. Before 
we had this service of our own, we were never too sure that Alaska Steam would 
make a delivery for us when we asked, and we were further doubtful or dubious 
of whether our fresh fruit and produce would actually arrive and whether fresh 
or deteriorated or spoiled Since the demand of supplies which I may need to 
supply the fishing vessels can change in a very short period of time, in fact over 
a few days, I must have immediate service from Seattle. I own 2 stores, and 
while I plan on serving approximately 40 vessels from each store, the salmon 
run may increase the number of vessels which will be stopping for supplies to 
over 150 in just a matter of a few days. From my past experiences with the 
common earrier, I know that I would not be able to provide for this increase. 
The only way the fishing vessels could then actually obtain their supplies would 
require them to take 2 to 3 days off of fishing simply to go into the larger towns 
of Ketchikan and Juneau to pick up the supplies. These number of days can 
in the fishing industry mean the total difference between a profit or a loss in 
the fishing season for that year. 

For us, and I mean all of the 100 and more fish buyers like myself who work 
and live in southeastern Alaska, shipping is not a matter of convenience, but of 
absolute necessity. For these reasons, the granting of the extension requested is 
a matter of vital necessity for all of us. 


Mr, Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I have just received a letter from Booth 
Fisheries Corp. of Seattle, signed by W. B. Hall, manager, supporting 
the bill and speaking about the bill. 

May I submit it for the record? 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes, you may. 

(The letter follows :) 
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BootH FISHERIES CoORP., 
Seattle, Wash., February 11, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH J. RIVERS, 
Congressman from Alaska, 
House of Representatives, U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: For many years Booth Fisheries Corp. has been an active party in 
the production and promotion of Alaskan fishery resources. We have en- 
countered numerous problems in this operation, but because many of these 
problems were occasioned by changing trends to which we could adapt ourselves, 
each obstacle was eventually overcome. 

The transportation of frozen fish from Alaska to the railhead at Prince Rupert, 
or Seattle, finally became one of these problems, as the fish is required at destina- 
tion frozen and loose in the vessel. Previously we were able to box the fish 
in Alaska and ship by common carriers; but marketing trends of late years 
have precluded such practice. 

To get the loose fish from its production point in Alaska to our dock and 
storage in Seattle required different service than that available from Alaska 
Steamship Co., or other common carriers. We were forced into using small 
chartered vessels that could render frequent service and which were adaptable 
to carrying loose fish. We find this facility to be satisfactory and flexible 
enough to cope with our transportation problem. 

The effect of not having this type of service could be detrimental to the 
citizens of Alaska, as it would incubate a hostility amongst wholesalers toward 
frozen fish burdened with an unsatisfactory transportation facility. Alaskan 
fish cannot stand any additional harassments in today’s competitive market. 

This rather lengthy letter is a plea for your support of H.R. 9124, in order 
that the small boat service can be maintained. It is modern, efficient, and neces- 
sary to the people of our industry. 

Very truly yours, 
W. B. Hatz, Manager. 


Mr. Garmatz. We have several other communications which counsel 
will turn over to the reporter for the record. 
(The communications follow :) 


INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S & WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION, 


LocaL No. 16, 
Juneau, Alaska, February 6, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C, BONNER, 


Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: There is now pending before your committee H.R. 9124 which 
provides for an extension of 4 years to the present law which permits small 
charter boats to operate between ports on Puget Sound and Alaska. 

We, as union stevedores, have continuously, and without interruption, handled 
the loading and discharging of cargo on these small charter boats. They are 
small, reasonably fast and are able to serve not only this port but many of the 
small towns and villages situated throughout southeastern Alaska. These small 
charter boats have been able to serve the communities with fresh meat, milk, 
vegetables and the necessities of life for the reason that the large ships op- 
erated by the one and only common carrier in southeastern Alaska, the Alaska 
Steamship Co., are unable to call at these small towns and villages for the rea- 
son that there is not sufficient cargo to be discharged to warrant them to eall, 
that the harbors are too shallow and the docks too small. In other words, with- 
out the use and operation of these small charter boats many, many towns and 
villages located throughout our intricate waterway system in southeastern Alas- 
ka, would be denied he privilege of eating fresh vegetables, fresh milk and 
meat. If you would deny these Alaskans these necessities of life—you will not 
pass this bill. But, if you would want to continue to see that they were served 
with these necessities, you will then act favorably on the bill that is pending 
before your committee. 
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These small boats, as southbound cargo, haul fish to the railhead at Prince 
Rupert, Canada, and to Puget Sound, Wash., and they take small quantities 
So that people throughout the United States are afforded fresh and good fish 
from the banks in Alaska. 

We urge immediate and favorable consideration of this bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH M. Guy, President. 


WASHINGTON LABORATORIES, INC., 
Seattle, Wash., February 12, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BoNNER: We are requesting the support of you and your committee 
for the extension of Public Law 85-739, bill H.R. 9124, which is coming up for 
consideration shortly. 

Washington Laboratories, Inc., like many other firms in Seattle and Alaska, 
are dependent upon the services of these small charter boats, which are operat. 
ing in and out of several Alaska ports, particularly the smaller ports. 

Without these charter boats and their service, we would be forced out of the 
Alaska market due to the increased cost of other transportation than these co. 
operative charters, and lack of service to the smaller ports. 

We sincerely hope that you and your committee will give this bill your whole 
hearted support. Thanking you kindly, we remain. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE T. REEVE. 


SNYDER MERCANTILE Co., 
Tenakee Springs, Alaska, February 9, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Buiiding, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Siz: There is now pending before your committee H.R. 9124, which seems 
vital for the continued operation of small charter boats between Puget Sound 
and Alaska. The passage of this bill would permit the continued operation of 
these small boats by the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc., a 
nonprofit cooperative incorporated under the laws of the State of Alaska. 

These small charter boats, operated by our cooperative, permit the transporta- 
tion of such necessary refrigerated food items as fresh milk, fresh produce, and 
many other garden-fresh items so necessary in our daily diet, at a fair and rea- 
sonable price to the residents of this community, and if the service of these co- 
operative charter boats was taken away from us, we would be denied these items, 
along with many other vital food items. 

Nature has endowed southeastern Alaska with a delicate and intricate water- 
way system which is in truth and fact a gigantic highway system which we must 
put to use—by means of small charter cooperative boats. This gigantic waterway 
system opens up a vast storehouse of natural resources and the only access is 
through the narrow and shallow waterway system and the use of small charter 
boats. which are small enough to navigate this waterway, yet large enough to 
transport vital foodstuffs and small equipment to us and to take back to railhead 
our fresh and good fish, crab, and shrimp. 

We earnestly solicit your influence and support of this bill, which we consider 
of primary importance to the continued growth and development of this great 
State. 


Respectfully yours, 
A. DeRMOTT O'TOOLE. 


ISLAND TRANSPORTATION Co., 
Juneau, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 

Hon. HEeRBert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: There is pending before your committee H.R. 9124, which is of great 
importance to southeastern Alaska and the continued operation of small charter 
boats between Puget Sound, Wash., and Alaska. Passage of this bill would ex- 
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tend this operation for a period of 4 more years and permit the continued opera- 
tion of small boats by the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc., 
a nonprofit cooperative incorporated under the laws of the State of Alaska. 

These small charter boats permit the transportation of vital food products to 
small towns and villages and afford these residents fresh milk, fresh produce, 
vegetables, and meat at prices they can afford to pay. Without the service of 
these small cooperative charter boats they would be denied these items, along 
with many other foodstuff items which they were denied prior to the advent of 
the small charter boats. 

The ships operated by Alaska Steamship Co. (the only common carrier in 
southeastern Alaska) are too large, awkward, and obsolete to serve these villages 
and towns located throughout this giant highway system in the form of intricate 
waterways, and if you will closely examine a chart of this area you can readily 
see that we need many more of these small, fast charter boats to serve this area— 
many charter boats to serve the outlying towns, villages, logging camps, and 
mining projects, and it is through this system that we can and will develop and 
get to the natural resources and develop them and grow tall and strong. 

To prevent the creation of a general monopoly for the benefit of Alaska Steam- 
ship Co., I earnestly beg of you to lend your great influence to the cause of the 


small charter boat operation and act favorably on the bill that is pending before 
you. 


Very truly yours, 
Capt. Don GALLAGHER. 


SEATTLE, WASH., February 13, 1960. 
Hon. THOMAS M. PELLY, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 


On behalf of the Pacific district of the Seafarers International Union of North 
America, which is composed of the Sailors Union of the Pacific, the Marine Fire- 
men’s Union, the Marine Cooks & Stewards, and the Marine Staff Officers, and 
representing 23,000 seamen on the Pacific coast, we earnestly request your coop- 
eration and assistance in defeating H.R. 9124, which seeks to permit operation 
of uninspected and nonregulated small boats in southeastern Alaska. If passed 
this legislation will further curtail legitimate common carrier steamship opera- 
tions in this area to the detriment of our members and the general economic 
welfare of Alaska as a whole and the port of Seattle. Passage of this bill will 
seriously aggravate already acute unemployment situation and seriously threaten 
established wage patterns and working conditions of our members The Mer- 
chant Marine Act was passed to protect the American Merchant Marine. This 
proposed legislation can accomplish only the opposite purpose. We sincerely 
believe this pending legislation to be harmful and shortsighted and urgently 
request your cooperation and assistance in defeating it. The Seafarers Interna- 
tional Union of North America is not opposed to establishment of steamship 
competition in Alaska but strongly opposes it when it is exempted from the same 
protective regulations governing legitimate common carriers. 

Ep COESTER, 

Vice President, Marine Trades Council, on behalf of Seafarers Interna- 
tional Union of North America, Pacific District, Representing Sailors 
Union of the Pacific, Marine Firemen’s Union, Marine Cooks & Stewards, 
Marine Staff Officers. 


Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

I notice I have submitted carbon copies of letters. Will those be 
included ? 

Mr. Garmarz. Yes. 

Mr. Ray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatrz. Yes. 

Mr. Ray. I share the concern expressed by Congressman Lennon. 
It seems to me our next order of business ought to be to find out what 
the basis is on which those statements that were read from the Treas- 
ury Department letter are based. 
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Mr. Garmatz. The Coast Guard representatives are here, Mr. Ray, 
I am sure they have taken note. It is just a question of what time we 
can get together and hear the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Wohlstetter is here in Washington. 

Mr. Woutstetter. Mr. Ireland will remain here for this purpose. 

Mr. Lennon. It might be, Mr. Chairman, that someone from the 
Coast Guard representing the Secretary could in a matter of 5 minutes 
document the vessel by name and the date and the type of instance that 
~ Pha ty a casualty, loss of property, and serious jeopardy to human 
life. 

Mr. Garmatz. Captain, do you have those ? 


STATEMENTS OF CAPT. C. H. BROACH, AND LIEUTENANT COM- 
MANDER KESLER, U.S. COAST GUARD 


Captain Broacu. I am Capt. C. H. Broach, U.S. Coast Guard. 

Mr. Garmatz. How long will this take? 

Captain Broacu. I have a 1-page list which covers more than the 
four vessels that are concerned. We picked up the names of vessels 
that have been engaged in this trade. My understanding is that they 
may use one vessel now and another one next year, so we simply listed 
the casualties that have occurred to all vessels that we knew had been 
engaged in this trade. I have that copy here, if the committee would 
like it. 

Mr. Garmatz. May I say that if you want to give those now and 
have some to add later, I think it might be good for the benefit of 
the people from Alaska here to hear this to verify this statement from 
the Treasury Department. 

Captain Broacu. I can give them copies. 

Mr. Ray. We would save time if copies were given to the gentle- 
men from Alaska so that they could ade them. 

Mr. Wontstetter. We have acopy. The captain was kind enough 
to furnish it to us this morning. 

Mr. Garmatz. Would you want to read some off for the satisfac- 
tion of Mr. Lennon and myself, just for the benefit of some of the 
other withnesses who are here? 

Captain Broacn. The Ruth Ann, July 17, 1958. 

Mr. Garmatz. Will you be seated, Captain, please ? 

Mr. Lennon. Captain, could you identify what cooperative ? 

As I understand the law, if a merchant operates as an individual 
with his vessel he is already exempted and therefore this extension 
of this act has no application to him. 

We are speaking now only in the strict terms of the cooperative. 
Perhaps I do not make myself clear. Of course, you know the regu- 
lations and the exemptions so much better than I could ever know 
them but I am sure you know what I am driving at, Captain. 

Captain Broacn. The list we have is directed toward vessels en- 
gaged in this trade which are not inspected vessels. They are all 
under 150-ton freight vessels. I am sorry, sir. I cannot identify the 
owner. I could have put it in but we did not. I have here size and 
the name and official number, so she is positively identified. 
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Mr. Lennon. The point I am trying to make, Captain, is if that 
vessel was operated by a merchant individually, he is not affected by 
the extension of this act anyhow, is that true? 

Captain Broacu. That is true. 

Mr. Lennon. Why bring that into the picture when it is not be- 
fore this comimttee ? 

The simple question before this committee is the extension of the 
present act, as I understand it. Therefore, the question of a merchant 
who charters a vessel individually does not come into this picture at 
all, does it ? 

Captain Broacu. Yes, sir. If it is an uninspected vessel that state- 
ment is directed toward vessels which are not inspected. 

Mr. Drewry. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lennon. I would yield to counsel and point out what is the 
purpose here of this legislation. It applies to the cooperatives band- 
ing together. 

Mr. Drewry. That is correct. Under the act that was passed this 
would not deemed to be carrying freight for hire if chartered by the 
cooperative. 

Mr. Lennon. The individual merchant has always been allowed to 
ship in a ship which does not meet inspection. 

Mr. Drewry. That is correct. 

Mr. Lennon. Why bring that question into this ? 

Mr. Ray. Would you yield? 

Mr. Lennon. I yield. 

Mr. Ray. Would it be possible to pick out the four vessels that are 
involved here and list for us any casualties to them ? 

Captain Broacu. They are all included in this list with the excep- 
tion of the Sidney. That is a new one, so far as we are concerned. 

Mr. Lennon. You just read those four and tell us the date on any 
information you can give. 

Commander Kester. I am Lieutenant Commander Kesler from the 
Chief Counsel’s Office. I want to point out to the committee that 
vessels listed on this list may have been operated by one of the co- 
operatives at the time of the casualty. There are four vessels being 
operated by Ketchikan now, as I gather from their testimony. That 
is not to say that last year they did not operate two different vessels 
than they are operating now. So you will notice, when the captain 
testifies here to the casualties, that they could have been operated by 
the cooperatives at that time but they are not being operated by the 
cooperatives now. 

It should not be confused with vessels being operated by individuals 
to handle their own cargo. 

He will testify as to some vessels that are not being operated now 
by cooperatives but at the time of the casualty were under charter 
to the cooperative. 

Maybe that clarifies it. 

Mr. Wontstetrer. Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Lennon. Commander, that was the reason I specifically asked 
him about the four vessels and how long they had been under charter 
since this act was passed in 1957. 
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I think he pretty well documented that, so that I can assume by 
implication at least that those were the only four vessels this coopera- 
tive had under charter since July 1957. 

Mr. Woutstetrer. I would like to correct that. One of the vessels 
was lost. 

Mr. Lennon. Let us go back, if the captain will, and tell about these 
four and then we will put all of them in the record. 

Mr. Garmatz. Give any that the cooperatives have owned in the 
last 2 years or since the law went into effect. They may have claimed 
two or three. Give any that they owned or operated. 

Could you furnish that, Captain / 

Captain Broacn. I believe I can. 

Mr. Garmarz. Give any vessel that they have owned or operated 
since the law went into effect. 

Mr. Rivers. The association charters these vessels, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Give any vessel that they charter. 

Captain Broacu. The Sidney I have no record on. Whether we 
have one or not, [ am not sure. I presume we have not. It was not 
listed although some others are listed that have none. 

The Vitanic has been referred to here as one of the four. The 
casualty that is referred to is the running down of a skiff on June 8, 
1958 with three persons abroad. 

Ihave asummary of it which I could make available. 

Mr, Garmartz. This is just to highlight it, I think, for the benefit 
of the committee here and some of the people from Alaska. 

If you can break it down later in the report, I would be most appre- 
ciative. 

Captain Broacu. The /celand was stranded in September of 1959, 
grounding, or breaching. We call them strandings when they go 
ashore. 

The Ruth Ann 

Mr. Lennon. Was there any loss of property or just the potential 
loss of property and potential jeopardy of human life in the stranding? 

Captain Broacu. Just associated with it. I have no record of it. 

Mr. Lennon. There was no loss of property and no loss of life but 
there was a potential when she was beached or stranded. There is 
always that. 

Captain Broacn. Yes, sir. 

The Ruth Ann in July of 1958 grounded with a loss of cargo and 
severe damage to the vessel. I do not have the final results of cost 
to the vessel but the estimated cargo loss was $64,000 at that partic- 
ular time. 

Mr. Garmatz. Will you go in detail of each of these and furnish 
it for the record later on ? 

Captain Broacu. If you want it, sir. I do not have it with me 
completely. 

(The information was furnished by Comd. Benjamin D. Shoemaker 
on Wednesday, February 17, 1960.) 

Captain Broacn. I have the Delpen. I do not believe it is one of 
the four mentioned here. 

Commander Kestrr. That is operated by another cooperative which 
is the Delpen Co. or the Dahl Transportation Co. as it is referred to, 
T think, in the record. 
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Mr. Garmatz. They would come under this legislation ? 

Commander Kester. Yes, sir. They were cooperative the last time 
we dealt with their counsel and with that firm. 

Mr. Woutsterrer. They are operating under the existing law and 
would not be affected by this legislation. As Mr. Drewry pointed out, 
this bill does permit a number of merchants to get together and do 
collectively what is permitted under the law and, secondly, you recall 
there is a permanent exemption for operation to the small ports which 
do not call at Ketchikan, Juneau, and the Delpen operates in that 
manner so that is not involved with the present legislation. They will 
go on operating regardless of what is done today. 

Mr. Garmatz. But the principle is the same. 

Captain Broacu. It is an uninspected vessel in this trade is the 
reason we listed it, sir. 

The Delpen, in 1958, April, had a collision with the lock gate with 
damage to the vessel. In October of 1958, a grounding. In August of 
1959, a fire in engine room. 

Mr. Garmatz. Isthat one of the four we are speaking about? 

Captain Broacn. No, sir; it is one of the uninspected vessels operat- 
ing in the same trade. The Azehowa had a grounding in October of 
1958. 

Mr. Garmarz. Was she operated by an individual or some other 
cooperative ¢ 

Captain Broacu. I do not have it here. We will have it in the 
record as to who she was operated by at that time because the records 
require that information. I have the list which is simply the type of 
casualty and dates on 11 vessels here. I will be glad to make it avail- 
able. We have it made available to Mr. Wohlstetter. 

Mr. Garmatz. Would you give a more detailed report on each one 
and particularly those which are involved in this particular legisla- 
tion ¢ 

Captain Broacn. Which are four. 

Mr. Garmatz. Or ships that were chartered. 

Captain Broacu. Or ships which, when the casualty occurred, were 
operated by them. 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 

Mr. Woutstettrer. Could I be recognized for just a moment, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

Mr. Garmatz. Just a minute. 

Will you furnish that for us later ? 

Captain Broacu. Later on, yes, sir. I will have to get that infor- 
mation from the records. 

Mr. Garmarz. Suppose you compile it. This way we are just get- 
ting part of it and are not too sure. 

Can you give us that detail? 

Captain Broacw. We can give you sufficient detail] to where you can 
get the information you want. 

Mr. Garmatz. A grounding where you lose $64,000 worth of cargo 
is not simply a grounding. 

Mr. Lennon. If the Captain would furnish that it would be help- 
ful to us in arriving at a decision. 

Captain Broacu. We can have it by Thursday, if that is the date 
I understood you to set. 
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Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Captain. If you can give us more exact 
information we will appreciate it and also the number of ships which 
are chartered now by this cooperative or whether they were chartered 
at the time of the accident. 

(The information was furnished by Comdr. Shoemaker on Febru- 
ary 17, 1960.) 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Rivers, do you have any more witnesses? 

Mr. Rivers. There are no more. 

Mr. Garmatz. Captain, how long did you say it would take you 
to compile that information ¢ 

Captain Broacu. We can have it tomorrow. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wohlstetter would like to testify at more length 
but he can be here again. 

Mr. Garmartz. It is a question of when we can get a meeting place, 
Some of the members are also on other subcommittees that are having 
meetings. ; 

We have set Wednesday morning as a time of meeting in Mr. 
Drewry’s back office. It will be large enough to let us have the Coast 
Guard witnesses there and any witnesses that you would care to have, 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. That is agreeable to us. 

During the same period that we are speaking of and on the ques- 
tion of whether lack of inspection caused these mishaps would the 
Coast Guard also provide, with the committee’s consent, the reports 
of casualties and losses or mishaps occurring to the vessels of the 
Alaska Steamship Co. during the same period of time because I do not 
want these vessels to be blamed for something for lack of inspection 
when probably lack of inspection had nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Garmatz. We will ask the Coast Guard to provide that. 

Mr. Prnxerton. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmartz. I will ask the gentleman here who is in charge of 
the chartering of ships, is it possible that by Wednesday you may 
have some information as to what you people have done up there on 
the ships as far as safety requirements or personnel or anything at 
all other than general maintenance to bring up the safety standards? 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes; I can phone today. 

Mr. Lennon. I have one other request. 

Can he or counsel bring the names of any vessels that your co- 
operative has had under charter since July 1957 so that we can find 
out which onces have been involved in casualties ? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. What hour on Wednesday, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Garmatz. Ten o’clock unless you are otherwise notified. It 
will be in Mr. Drewry’s office. It will be large enough so that the 
staff or any of your visitors may come in. 

Captain Broacu. Will that time be sufficient to present this docu- 
ment? Do you want it before that time? 

Mr. Garmatz. We can have it Wednesday and they can check this 
list, accident for accident, if they want to. 

Mr. Prnxerton. May I have the privilege of the floor for just one 
moment to present this book ? 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes. 
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Mr. Pinkerton. Here is a book which has recently appeared on the 
market which shows major vessel casualties in southeastern Alaska. 
They are large vessels. Alaskan waters are known to be the most 
hazardous in the world. I certainly feel that a review of this by some 
of the members of the committee will be most helpful in ascertaining 
how our vessels are operated. 

Mr. Lennon. May I suggest that you leave that with the counsel 
so that we can bring it Wednesday # 

Mr. Prnxerron. I certainly will, because 15,000- and 25,000-ton 
vessels are in here which have been casualties. 

Mr. GarmMatz. We are most happy to have had our colleague, Mr. 
Rivers, here this morning. 

It is unfortunate that we have not had much time for his witnesses. 

If any of them want to appear Wednesday, we will be happy to 
hear them and also hear your representative here in Washington. 
We are glad to have you. 

Mr. Rivers. I am very appreciative of the work of the committee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GArRMAtTz. You are quite welcome. 

If there is nothing else, the meeting is adjourned. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for appearing. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at. 10a.m. Wednesday, February 17, 1960.) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 17, 1960 


Hous or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GUARD, 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY, AND NAVIGATION, 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON MercHantt Marine AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon, Edward A. Garmatz (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Garmatz, Lennon, Rivers, Oliver, Curtin, 
and Glenn. 

Staff members present : William B. Winfield, chief clerk. 

Mr. Garmatz. First of all we will hear from the Coast Guard 
further on H.R. 9124. 

Will you give your name and title, please, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. BENJAMIN D. SHOEMAKER, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, MERCHANT VESSEL INSPECTION DIVISION, OFFICE OF 
MERCHANT MARINE SAFETY, U.S. COAST GUARD 


Commander SHormaker. I am Comdr. Benjamin D. Shoemaker. I 
am Assistant Chief, Merchant Vessel Inspection Division, the Office 
of Merchant Marine Safety, U.S. Coast Guard. 

We were instructed to bring in to the committee an account of 
casualties occurring since July 1957, and summaries on uninspected 
freight vessels less than 150 gross tons engaged in trade between the 
U.S. Northwest and southeast Alaska, and the same information with 
respect to casualties on Alaska Steamship vessels in the same waters. 

Mr. Garmarz. May I interrupt you there, Commander. When you 
say casualties, do you mean accidents regardless of whether there was 
loss of life or damage or cargo loss? 

Commander SHoeMAKER. Yes, sir; any casualty that is reportable 
by law. 

Mr. Garmatz. Go ahead. 

Commander SHormAKER. We have not restricted the casualty fig- 
ures to vessels operated or chartered by Ketchikan Merchants Charter 
Association, but have included all vessels of a similar size engaged 
in trade in southeastern Alaska. 

The vessels concerned are: the Alehowa, 149 gross tons, owned and 
operated by W. B. Dahl & Sons, Inc., Seattle. This vessel suffered a 
grounding on the east end of Kane Island, Salisbury Sound, on Oc- 
tober 29, 1958, while en route from Sitka to Hoonah. The estimated 


damage to the vessel was $8,500, 
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The next vessel concerned is the Vitanic, 131 gross tons. This 
casualty occurred in Wrangell Narrows on June 8, 1958, when the 
Vitanic ran down a skiff in the waters of Wrangell Narrows. 

Mr. Ottver. Mr. Chairman, could I interrupt there and get a desig- 
aio as to whether these are ships that are involved in this legisla- 
tion $ 

Are these the ones that were involved in the hearings? 

Commander SHoEMAKER. Yes, sir; this Vitanic was one. 

Mr. Outver. Was the previous one? 

Commander SHormaker. The previous one was owned and operated 
by W. B. Dahl. 

Mr. Oxtver. And is not one of the ships involved in this legislation? 

Commander SHormMakeEr. It is one of the other cooperatives. 

Mr. Curtry. Mr Chairman. I am sorry to be late, but may I ask a 
question ? 

Are we involved here with the ships that are the converted fishing 
ships that the cooperatives use to take freight up to Alaska? Is that 
what we are talking about ? 

Commander SHOEMAKER Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Thank you. 

Commander SHorMAkeEr. The Vztanic is owned by Rainier Boat Co. 
of Seattle, Wash. At the time of this casualty, it was chartered to 
the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association. 

The skiff in question had on board at the time the Westre family, 
consisting of the father, mother, and a 6-year-old son. They were 
returnine in their skiff from Dunean Canal to Petersburg through 
Wrangell Narrows. When a little more than 3 miles south of Peters- 
burg in the Wrangell Narrows, the skiff overtook the Vitanic. Shortly 
after passing her, they ran out of gas and began drifting dead in the 
water. While refueling his gas tank, both Mr. and Mrs. Westre noted 
the Vitanic coming toward them at a considerable distance. After 
the Vitanic closed the range to a point where collision appeared in- 
evitable, Mr. Westre was unable to see anyone on the bridge of the 
Vitaniec and took the only course open to him. All three passengers 
jumped into the water. As the Vitanic came between the Westres 
and the empty skiff, the Westres both screamed as the vessel passed 
them, but no one responded, and they saw no one on board as she 
continued on her course. It was only through their quick thinking and 
the decent weather that this family did not lose their lives. 

The mate on watch claims he did not see anyone, nor did he hear 
anyone in the water during the trip. The mate testified that he had 
employed the automatic steering device during the voyage. 

I would like to point out the mate normally stood the watch from 
midnight to 6 a.m. and again from noon until 6 p.m. He had stood 
his watch from midnight until the vessel arrived in Wrangell at 
0500. He took a short nap after being relieved of the watch at 0600 
and slept until 0730. He then supervised the cargo handling until the 
vessel departed Wrangell at 1200, then stood the 1200 to 1800 watch. 

The next vessel is the De/pen, 115 gross tons. She is owned by the 
Delpen Co. of Seattle. At the time of the casualty, she was being 
operated by S. B. Dahl Agency of Seattle. 
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On October 17, 1958, she suffered a grounding at Zimovia Strait, 
Alaska, while en route from Sitka to Prince Rupert. The estimated 
damage to the vessel was $8,500. 

Mr. Garmatz. Was there a loss of cargo in that? 

Commander SHOEMAKER. No, sir. 

The same vessel again, on April 7, 1958, had a collision within the 
lock gate in the Lake Washington ship canal, with a damage to the 
vessel of $300. 

There again, she was being operated by Stanley B. Dahl Agency. 

The next vessel is the Ruth Ann, of 135 gross tons, owned by South- 
east Alaska Marine Transportation Co. of Seattle, chartered and 
and operated by Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association of Seattle. 
She grounded at Round Point Light, Zarembo Island, Alaska, while 
en route from Wrangell to Prince Rupert, British Columbia. The 
estimated damage to the vessel was $100,000 and to the cargo, $64,000. 
She was abandoned. 

The next vessel is the /celand, 149 gross tons, owned by the Iceland 
Boat Co., care of Donald W. Ireland, Seattle, Wash. The charterer 
and operator, there was none given in the casualty case. 

She suffered a grounding at Busby Island Light en route from 
Petersburg to Ketchikan. The estimated damage to the vessel was 
$2,500. There was no cargo damage, again. 

One more case on the Delpen. On August 21, 1959, while being 
operated by S. B. Dahl Agency, she suffered a fire in the engineroom 
in the Strait of Georgia while en route from Seattle to Ketchikan. 
The estimated damage to the vessel was $7,500, and $200 to the cargo. 

This was an electrical fire that ignited diesel oil that had been 
spilled into the bilges as a result of a casualty to the engine. 

The other vessels operating in the trade, on which we have no 
record of any casualty, are: the Western Trader, the Victory, the 
Lynda, the Sidney, and the Coral Sea. 

That concludes the casualties with respect to the small vessels. 
Now, the casualties to Alaska Steamship Co. vessels. 

Mr. Garmatz. Does anyone want to ask any questions on the small 
vessels ? 

Proceed. 

Commander SHormaker. This is the Alaska Steamship Co. now, for 
the same period, July 1957 to date, and concerns only those casualties 
occurring on the waters between the U.S. Northwest and southeast 
Alaska through the inland passage. 

The Galena, 3,805 tons, owned and operated by Alaska Steamship 
Co., on February 10, 1958, struck a submerged object in Wrangell 
Narrows. The damage to the vessel was undetermined. 

The Galena, on August 11, 1957, suffered a fire in the linen closet 
at Bellingham, Wash. The estimated damage was $17,000. Most 
of the damage in this particular instance was to the vessel’s electrical 
cables. 

The Jliamna, 7,176 gross tons. She was in a collision at Tacoma, 
Wash., on April 18, 1958. While backing out of a slip at the Tacoma 
municipal piers under assistance of tug Brynn Foss, the Iliamna col- 
lided with the U.S. Coast Guard cutter CG—40423, which was moored. 
The /liamna was not damaged. The CG—40423 was damaged in the 
amount of $12,370, and one Coast Guard crew member received slight 
Injury. 
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The next vessel is the Susitna, 3,812 gross tons. On August 13, 
1957, she collided with the vessel Jim B in the Greenville Channel, 
Canada. The Susitna was proceeding in a northbound direction at a 
speed of 10 to 1014 knots through the water, and with a following cur- 
rent, when she encountered fog at 12:45 a.m. At 12:48 she slowed 
to one-half speed. With the following current she would have had 
a speed of 7 to 8 knots. At 12:50 she collided with the Jim B. The 
Jim B was an uninspected freight vessel of 262 gross tons which was 
southbound in fog and proceeding at a slow speed against the current 
when she sighted the lights of the Susitna. The Jim B, thinking 
that she was on the right-hand side of the channel and near the bank, 
turned to the left across the bow of the Susi#na, and was struck on 
her, the Jim B’s, starboard bow, and aft of her deckhouse as the Su- 
sitna went by. There was no lost to the cargo of its vessel, and the 
estimated damage to the Jim B was $15,000. Damage to the Susitna 
was undetermined. 

The Susitna again was involved in a collision with a submerged 
object on March 27, 1959, in Sitka Harbor. The estimated damage to 
the vessel was $2,000. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmarz. Thank you, Commander. Your entire paper may 
be placed in the record at this point. 
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Mr. Garmatz. Do you have any questions, Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Outver. The only question, Mr. Chairman, that occurs to me is 
whether or not we can have some information here to indicate the 
volume of voyages or sailings in terms of casualties. Is there any way 
we could get that, to show what proportion of casualties there have 
been with regard to actual sailings? Would that be too much detail to 
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2 supply ? 
4 Y CY Ty 
: Commander SHorMAKER. We would be unable to supply that at all, 
Z sir. I would say that the operators would be the ones to furnish that 
= particular information. 
- Mr. Garmatz. Did you want the number of sailings and the par- 
% ticular times? 
6 . . 
< Mr. Otiver. Well, during the same period that the casualty reports 
§ cover. . 
y Mr. Garmatz. We will ask the Alaska Steamship people, is it pos- 
is sible you can furnish that to us? 
3 Mr. CrarKk. Yes, sir. 
3 (The following was furnished for insertion :) 
5 1 
2 ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co., 
.. Seattle, Wash., February 17, 1960. 
aa 8 MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE, 
a3 ie ; 
83 House of Representatives, 
*3 Washington, D.C. 
ee (Attention Mr. Winfield, Counsel. ) 
st GENTLEMEN: As requested by teletype this date from our Washington, D.C., 
I representative, this is to advise that from July 1, 1957, to present date the Alaska 
4 Steamship Co. operated 149 voyages from Seattle, Wash., calling at southeastern 
Alaska ports. 
ae Yours very truly, 
Sa . R. C. Rose, Trafic Manager. 
aa Mr. Garmatz. What date is that? 
=: Commander SHOEMAKER. July 1, 1957. 
$3 Mr. Garmatz. And can you furnish that information as to the ships 
Sw . 7] 
=e we are speaking about here ? 
E Mr. IrELAND. Yes. I believe we will produce the requested informa- 
26 ° i > ‘ > ‘ 
Be tion at today’s hearing. I believe we have that. 
i Mr. Garmatz. The number of sailings? 


Mr. IreLANp. The number of sailings, yes. 

Mr. GarmMAtz. You say it was introduced ? 

Mr. IRELAND. No; it will be introduced later on this morning. 

Mr. Garmatz. The number of sailings during this particular period 
of time ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Oxtver. That is all I have. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Glenn ? 

Mr. GLENN. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Curtin? 

Mr. Curtin. Is there any judicial determination of the number of 
these cases which was caused by the negligence of the crew, whether 
that determination is by an admiralty court or some board ? 

Commander SHoEMAKER. I do not believe our records would show, 
Congressman, whether any judicial determination was made on these 
particular instances. 
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Mr. Curtin. I see in most of these accidents here you have given 
the opinion of someone as to what caused the accident / 
Commander SHOEMAKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Curtin. But 1 was wondering whether or not that was judicial- 
’ determined in any way. 
Commander SHOEMAKER. I doubt it, sir. 
Mr. Curtin. Thank you. 
That is all. 
Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Lennon ? 
Mr. Lennon. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Garmarz. All right, Commander. Thank you very much for 
the information. 
Did you have some more information for us, Mr. Ireland ? 


] 


tA 


STATEMENT OF DONALD W. IRELAND, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
KETCHIKAN MERCHANTS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. Garmartz. I think we asked the day before yesterday if it was 
possible for you to furnish some information that would be helpful to 
the committee. Do you have that information this morning ¢ 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I wonder if I might start first 
by going down the accidents which the Coast Guard has just listed and 
give our explanation of the occurrences, or what our records show. 

Mr. Garmatz. How long would it take you ¢ 

Mr. Irevanp. Just a few minutes, just a couple of minutes. 

Mr. Lennon. Mr. Chairman, if you would yield to me. I would like 
the witness to confine himself to those ships that have been on charter 
to the cooperative since July 1957, in the interests of time. 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes, Mr. Lennon. That is one point I would like 
to make clear on the Coast Guard reports this morning. 

Mr. Lennon. Can you confine yourself to the ships that have been 
on charter tour association since July 1957 ? 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. That is what I want to hear. 

Mr. Garmartz. You mean you have that information compiled, or 
it in your mind? 

Mr. Irevanp. I have it in my mind. 

Mr. Lennon. Reports of every accident, every casualty, on all these 
ships? 

Mr. IreLanp. Well, specifically two: the Vitanic, allegedly in Wran- 
gell Narrows, and the Ruth Ann grounding. 

Mr. Lennon. I am wondering how you remember the reports of 
each and every casualty. 

Mr. Ireianp. I remember the casualties which are of importance 
to us. 

Mr. Lennon. Let us hear what you have. 

Mr. Irevanp. The vessels which the Coast Guard has reported, 
which are of no concern to us, are those involving the Delpen and 
the Klehowa. That limits approximately five of the casualties re- 
ported in today’s record. 

On the Vitanie occurrence on June 8, 1958, in the Wrangell Nar- 
rows, there is or was a dispute regarding the actual running down of 
this skiff. The captain, after a review of all the facts and consulta- 
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tion with my office, with me, and with counsel in Juneau, determined 
to amicably dismiss the entire raatter between the Westres, who were 
in the small skiff, and the charters, to have the captain enter a simple 
nolo contendere plea. The matter has been amicably settled. The 
Westres have been satisfied. 

Mr. Lennon. We are not interested in who was right or wrong. 
You may confine yourself to the other details. We are not sitting as a 
jury as to who was wrong in these accidents. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Iretanp. As the commander pointed out, the master, or the 
man on watch at the time of the operation through the Wrangell Nar- 
rows, had supervised the discharge of cargo in Wrangell just prior 
to the sailing. That was against the instructions which we gave him 
from Seattle on his sailing. Since that time, and because of this, we 
have given these crews consistently explicit instructions that in Wran- 
gell, Ketchikan, and Juneau, where longshoremen are in ample sup- 
ply, they are to handle no cargo, either loading or discharging; they 
are to use that time off watch to get their rest to handle the ships. 

So the real cause of such an occurrence has been limited now, we 
believe. The crew does not work the cargo in those ports. 

Mr. Ottver. If this vessel had been required to have been manned 
under Coast Guard regulations, would this have increased the per- 
sonnel to a point where this situation would not have occurred ? 

Mr. IreLanp. It would still be on four men, but our understanding 
of the Coast Guard prior to this time, even prior to this accident, is 
that I believe Admiral Richmond has stated he would require only 
four men on our vessels. So there would still be the same number of 
men on board, the same size of crew. But that one problem of getting 
the crewman to relinquish that overtime and the longshoring time 
has been a hard battle. But I believe that we have one, for if they do 
do it, they simply are not paid for it, because of the probability of a 
repetition of a possible accident such as this. 

Mr. Ottver. Is it common practice to use the automatic steering 
device in these waters ? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Ottver. By all ships? 

Mr. Iretanp. By all ships. 

Mr. Lennon. Let me get this straight. 

Does your cooperative actually operate these vessels, or just charter 
them from the owner ? 

Mr. IrELANp. It charters them from the owner, mans them, fuels 
them, victuals them. 

Mr. Lennon. Who mans them ? 

Mr. IRELAND. We do; the charter association, charter group. 

Mr. Lennon. In other words, you employ the crew ? 

Mr. IreLanp. Weemploy the crew. 

Mr. Lennon. All the crew, from the master on down ? 

Mr. IreELANnp. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. You are actually the operator, then, are you not? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. You are a little bit more than a charterer. You are 
liable in law, then, for any accident that might be due to negligence? 

Mr. IrEvAND. Yes. 
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Mr. Lennon. You just charter the physical vessels, and you man 
them and control them and operate them. 

Mr. Irevanp. We bare-boat-charter the vessel. We take the vessel 
over as a bare boat and completely man her, fuel her, victual her— 
take over as owners in place of the title owners. 

Mr. Lennon. Is this casualty involving the Vitanic, there was no 
suit brought in admiralty ? 

Mr. Iretanp. No suit; no. 

Mr. Lennon. Did you settle it for damages? 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes. The total damages, I believe 

Mr. Lennon. Well, you settled it. 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. You paid off these people who were involved ? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes; we made restitution for the losses to which they 
believed they were justly entitled. 

Mr. Lennon. If you had not done that, you would not have shown 
sense of responsibility. 

That was all. 

Mr. Guenn. That was the point I was going to bring out; there was 
a settlement, even though there was a suit in admiralty. 

Mr. Iretanp. The settlement was actually one wristwatch, Mr. 
Westre’s wristwatch. 

Mr. Lennon. What was that? 

Mr. Iretanp. Mr. Westre lost his wristwatch in the occurrence, and 
that was the entire settlement we made. 

Mr. Lennon. What other ships, sir, that you had under charter 
during this period from July 1957, have been involved in a casualty 
loss? 

Mr. Irevann. The Ruth Ann. 

Mr. Lennon. You do not have her under charter now, do you? 

Mr. Irevanp. The Ruth Ann, no. She was declared a total loss. 
The owners were paid off by the insurance company and she was 
sold for salvage. I believe the commander’s statement of the acci- 
dent was a complete one, and we have no question about this. We 
just confirm that it actually did happen. 

The other occurrence was the /ce/and, which was given by the com- 
mander, and we would like to point out that it was again a matter 
of winter weather and the riptides, not within the control of the 
master. He took the remedial action which he could at the time, but 
the weather was just beyond his control. 

But in all of these accidents, we would like to point out that there 
has been no loss of cargo, no loss of life—or there was a loss of cargo, 
and that was the Ruth Ann. 

Mr. Garmatz. Was that the $64,000? 

Mr. Ire.aAnp. Yes; the complete loss of the salmon cargo when 
she beached. 

But in all of the other accidents, there have been no personal in- 
juries and no cargo losses, with the one exception. 

Mr. Ottver. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question ? 

Are the papers under which the licensed and unlicensed personnel 
operate these ships or vessels actually issued by the Coast Guard? 

Mr. Irenanp. I think three of the four masters which we employ 
actually have master’s papers, under which we do not sail. These 
being uninspected vessels, they do not have to sail under their licenses. 
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Mr. Otiver. But they have been qualified under the Coast Guard 
requirements ? 

Mr. IreLanp. For the handling of inspected vessels and certified 
vessels, yes. 

Mr. Oxtver. Does that hold true for the engineers ? 

Mr. IRELAND. We have, I believe, two certified engineers, that work 
on two of the vessels. As to the other two vessels, I am not certain. 
I am not in a position to say unqualifiedly that all engineers are 
certified. 

Mr. Ottver. What is the situation with regard to the mates? 

Mr. IRELAND. We use the master and the engineer and two seamen. 

Mr. Outver. The seamen carry no papers, I take it. 

Mr. IrELAND. They do not have to carry their papers, but they are 
certified seamen, able-bodied seamen. 

Mr. Ottver. When they come into your employ, do you ask them if 
they have Coast Guard papers? 

Mr. Ire“Lanv. Yes. 

Mr. Ontver. That is all I have. 

Mr. Garmarz. If there is any accident or anything of that sort, 
it does not go against the captain’s records as a captain operating; is 
that right ? 

Mr. IreLanp. No; I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Garmarz. In other words, it does not go against their record 
as a captain, that they have ever had an accident? 

Mr. IretAnp. No; but, as far as our record is concerned, the Ruth 
Ann master was fired immediately afterward. 

Mr. Garmatz. But their record is not at stake; it does not go against 
their record ? 

Mr. Irevanp. No. 

Mr. Oxtver. Would you deny a person employment in any of these 
capacities if he did not hold Coast Guard papers ? 

Mr. Iretann. Yes; because it is through their past experience with 
the papers they have been able to acquire that we gather knowledge or 
information that they are qualified to handle our vessels, even though 
they are uninspected. 

The Coral Sea and the Sidney, which we have operated, have had 
no accidents of any kind. 

Mr. Garmatz. Now, what about the information relative to the re- 
pairs or anything of that sort you may have done, or personnel to in- 
crease the safety of the ships since this hearing ? 

Mr. IreLanp. By letter of the Coast Guard of October 17, 1957, 
the Coast Guard made an inspection of the Ruth Ann, listing improve- 
ments which would have to be made to certify her as a common car- 
rier vessel. There were many items which were too big, a wiring 
costing $8,000, other items of several thousands’ cost, which we could 
not do. But following their suggestions, although without the actual 
intention of submitting her eventually to certification, we did install 
a fixed fire extinguisher system, we did install guardrails 

Mr. Garmatz. On what ship? 

Mr. Iretanp. On the Ruth Ann. 

Mr. Garmatz. May I interrupt you again. 
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Who is responsible for these? You people as the charterer or the 
owner of the vessel ? 

Mr. Iretanp. We feel responsible for them, because we prevail upon 
the owners to do this work for our charters. 

Mr. Garmatz. Is the owner of the vessel also one of the members 
who charters it ? 

Mr. Irevanp. No. But they are concerned to maintain these vessels 
under charter to us for the continued operation or continued use of 
the vessels by us. 

Mr. Garmatz. As the charterer do you feel you are required to make 
all these corrections ¢ 

Mr. IrrLanp. No. Many of these corrections are really for our inter- 
ests, and so, since we pay $100 a day for these vessels—or actually, the 
Ruth Ann was $75 a day. But with the amount of that charter, we 
feel we do have somewhat of an influence over the owners to get them 
to equip the vessel for the convenience of loading, convenience of the 
crew, satisfaction, and safety of the crew. 

Mr. Garmatz. You are willing now to give us the information as to 
what you people have done. How about the owner of the ship? 

Mr. IrELAND. The owner of the ship I can qualify. 

Mr. Garmartz. Have they done anything? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are you prepared to give that, too? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Garmartz. Let us have it. 

Mr. IreLanp. The owners of the Ruth Ann, following that letter, 
expended approximately $6,000 on improvements for the installation 
of oil rags, the cleaning up of the engine room, the installation of 
guardrails around the vessel. 

Mr. Garmatz. You would have to clean up the engine room regard- 
less of the Coast Guard order, would you not ? 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes; but there are details which they pointed up. 

Mr. Garmatz. I thought you would probably have a list of what 
you had done to each ship and the money spent on each ship. 

Mr. Iretanp. Well, on the Coral Sea there was nothing to be done 
by the owners. On the /celand, the boatowners expended $675 to in- 
stall a fixed fire extinguishing system on it. The liferafts and lifeboats 
were put on board the vessel. 

Mr. Garmatz. Is it possible that you can furnish a list of what you 
people have done as charterers to each ship and list it out, and also 
what the owner has done? 

Mr. Irevanp. It would be strictly what the owners have done, for 
we as charterers do not make capital improvements to the vessel. 

Mr. GarMaAtz. You just said you made some improvements, did you 
not ? 

Mr. Irenanp. I was speaking of the owners having made these im- 
provements. 

Mr. Garmatz. Then, the charterers have not made any ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Other than ordinary maintenance. 

Mr. Garmatz. But you said before, you felt you were responsible 
for some of these things. Did you say that ? 

Mr. IreLanp. No. Well, we are morally responsible for the safety 
of the crew, but we feel with the charterer hire that we pay, we can 
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rsuade the owners to place the vessels in a better safety position, for 
convenience of handling cargo, and for safety of the crew. 

The owners do make these changes at our suggestion, at our request, 
and perhaps occasionally at our browbeating. 

Mr. Garmatz. Who can furnish a list of the things that have been 
done by the owners of the vessel, regardless of these safety things? 

Mr. Ireianp. I can see that the list would be furnished. 

Mr. Ouiver. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the gentleman would be 
willing to put in the record the operating experience as to profits or 
losses during this period of time. 

Mr. Iretanp. As to what, Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Ouiver. Profits and/or losses during this period. Would you 
be willing to furnish that ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. It operates on a nonprofit basis, however ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Garmatz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Curtin. Mr. Ireland, are you speaking only in relation to the 
boats which are operated by the Ketchikan Merchants Charter As- 
sociation and those of the Iceland Boat Co., which latter, apparently, 
is your company ? 

Mr. IreLANb. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. You are not speaking at all about the boats which are 
chartered by the S. B. Dahl Agency ? 

Mr. IRELAND. No. 

Mr. Curtin. In reference to the boats that you are speaking about 
and the accidents that they had, in any of those cases was there a court 
adjudication by an admiralty court or any other judicial body, deter- 
mining liability or negligence 4 

Mr. IRELAND. No, there was none. 

Mr. Curtin. The nearest to that would be this Vitanic case, in 
which apparently the master entered a plea of nolo contendere? 

Mr. IreLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. That is the nearest to a court hearing you have had 
on any of these cases ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Yes. 

Mr. Lennon. That isa guilty plea, is it not? 

Mr. Curtin. That isa guilty plea in my State, sir. 

That is all, Mr. C hairman. 

Mr. Lennon. Let me ask you, sir: Do you own ships yourself ? 

Mr. Iretanp. No. The Iceland Boat Co., my name was on that, 
because I prepared the statement and reviewed the matter with the 
master of the vessel in making that report. 

Mr. Lennon. It is not one of the ships you have under charter, the 
Ketchikan ? 

Mr. IreLanp. The Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative does charter 
the Zceland. 

Mr. Lenon. I see. 

That is all. 

Mr. IreLanp. The total number of vessels which the Ketchikan 
Merchants Cooperative Association has had under charter since July 
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17, 1957, to date has been the Sidney, the Coral Sea, the Iceland, and 
the Vitanic. The Ruth Ann was chartered up to its time of loss. 

Actually, more truthfully, since the actual day of signing by the 
President of the waiver, we have had only four vessels under charter; 
the Sidney, the Coral Sea, the Jceland, and the Vitanic. The Ruth 
Ann loss occurred prior to the enactment of the present waiver. 

Mr. Curtin. Would the gentleman yield for just one question ? 

Mr. Lennon. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Mr. Ireland, just how many accidents have your chart- 
ered vessels had during the period that you mentioned? Are they 
all enumerated on these sheets, or are there some additional ones, 
perhaps? 

Mr. Iretanp. During that period, they are all given on this sheet. 

If you would like, I “have the complete list of all of our accidents, 
which I got from our insurers, which date back to January 13, 1954. 
This is a complete list, and if you would like to have it inserted in 
the record, I would submit it for you to do so. 

Mr. GarMatz. Do they correspond exactly with the list that was 
offered by the Coast Gu: ard ? 

Mr. Irevanp. They are in addition to the list furnished by the Coast 
Guard. 

Mr. Garmatz. We have no objection to its being placed in the 
record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 
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Accident records of vessels chartered by Ketchikan Merchants Charter 
Association or Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc. 











Loss 
Vessel | Date Nature of accident Wiretmsrtesys) 
| Vessel | Cargo 
|] | SH 
Wee esas _..| Jan. 13,1954 | Struck log, hull damage. -_--. Sete eels $2, 180. 87 | None 
a i Rs | Noy. 11,1958 | Struck ice, hull damage---..._--- scbanceht . ee None 
ee Aes Oct. , 1955 | Struck submerged object ___- () (1) 
DR cece sabts a Dec. 8, 1955 Struck submerged object, lost propeller_ __ 1, 888. 95 | None 
oi eae aad | Dee, —, 1955 | Struck buoy in Wrangell Narrows, forced None None 
off course by large steamer. 
eee tae Feb. 1,1956 | Struck ice, hull damage__- | 4,028. 64 None 
Do.__.....-.-.-.| Nov. 10,1956 | Struck unidentified barge w hich carried 2, 631. 89 None 
| | no lights and tug no lights indicating | 
| tow. | 
eh aL LS | Aug. 17,1956 | Broken rudder, struck submerged object 2, 789. 06 None 
| _ or latent defect of rudder. 
MRS eee oc Oct. 24,1957 | Struck log - -_-. =3;3 ....---| 6,388.06 | None 
MO e.«tviaecods Mar. 8, 1958 | Struck subme rged object _- be eee ‘ 700. 00 None 
Coral Sea...........| Feb. 5,1957 | Struck ice--- 608. 06 None 
Nomad _- wa----------] Nov. 11, 1954 | Fire in hold at dock in Seattle, caused by None $3, 812, 92 
cigarette butts or broken light fixture. 
Ruth Ann_.__....- | June 24,1954 | Struck submerged log. ......-......--..--- | 5,199.77 None 
Bd ani iaeiie July 16,1955 | Struck submerged object_.........--.-----| 700. 75 | None 
DOSS tonsa ad vas ‘| Apr. 9, 1956 EGO ewdceds dee k Jes stkhse None | None 
BO. doSascndbosa) SEN? (00008. aie None | None 
aa hate ...-| Aug. 14, 1956 Stranded, current carried vessel to shore | 9,733.18 | None 
in fog, radar inoperative at time. 





1 No claim. 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify this. He said 
these are in addition to the list furnished by the Coast Guard. 
It does affect the same vessels, does it not, as those reported by the 


Coast Guard ? 


Mr. Irevanp. Yes, and for periods even antedating, predating. 
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Mr. Rivers. I realize you have gone back to 1954; but this is not a 
lot of additional material on top of what the Coast Guard put forth, 
isit? Youare covering the same things that the Coast Guard covered, 
plus a few years previously ; is that right ? 

Mr. IrELAnp. Yes. I am submitting this as a supplemental prior- 
dated list. 

This accounts for 104 round voyages per year, or 208 one-way voy- 
ages which we make, the cooperative association makes each year. 

Mr. Garmatz. With how many vessels? 

Mr. Iretanp. Four vessels. Each week two vessels leave Seattle 
for southeastern Alaska, and each week two vessels return to Seattle 
after a 2-week round trip. 

Mr. GArmatz. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Currin. No other questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. I still would like to get in the record, if I make my- 
self clear, for about the third or fourth time, the amount of money 
that is spent by the owners of the vessels; also the people who charter 
the vessels. It would be helpful if you would let us know exactly 
as far as the safety standards are concerned or personnel that you 
have added in any way, shape, or form—not maintenance—to help 
to bring up the safety standards that are required by the Coast Guard. 
Is that clear to you? 

Mr. IreELAnp. Yes. 

Mr. Garmarz. I would like to get it as soon as possible, not today 
or tomorrow, but so that we can include it in the record. 

Mr. Irenanp. Yes. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


DoNALD W. IRELAND LAW OFFICES, 
Seattle, Wash., March 1, 1960. 
Re H.R. 9124. 


Hon. Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Navi- 
gation, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. GARMATZ: Enclosed herein are lists and data requested by the com- 
mittee from the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc.: 

1. Listing of ports not receiving weekly service but which have been served 
directly by vessels chartered by members of KMCA. 

2. Profit and loss statements of KMCA from 1953 to 1958 inclusive. 

3. A statement of improvements and conditions made upon the vessels after 
enactment of the original legislation. 

You will note that the MV Ruth Ann was the one which was most extensively 
improved. This as a result of the construction of the pilothouse and enlarging 
of the crew’s quarters. The owners of the vessel did this work at a cost of 
$30,000. Since the records of the company are in Ketchikan, Alaska, we were 
not able to obtain a complete detailed listing of the cost, but were able to obtain 
the summary total costs as stated. The owners of the vessel would not do any 
additional work because of the large costs of the improvements made. The esti- 
mated costs of the additional work required by the Coast Guard, in accordance 
with the estimates given by the marine surveyor, McGinitie & McDonald, was 
an additional $35,000. 

Following the work performed by the Ruth Ann owners, the owners of the 
other vessels were approached, and asked to adequately provide the vessel with 
the firefighting equipment which the Coast Guard would require if the vessels 
were submitted to inspection. The marine surveyors and the insurance under- 
writers were asked to make recommendations, and their recommendations were 
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followed by the owners and the firefighting equipment installed in accordance 
thereof. Using the Coast Guard recommendations for the Ruth Ann as a pattern, 
the other vessels were inspected and found to be in substantial compliance. 
However, where it was found that changes should be made for the basic safety 
of the vessel and its crewmembers, the owners upon request made the changes 
requested. The cost incurred by the owners are as follows: 


MV Vitanic: Hull: 
Overhauled engines, replanking, all dry-rot removed, bilges cleaned, 





MV Coral Sea: Hull: 














peered 23207), Seta en et 250 
Firefighting and lifesaving equipment additions_____.____._________ 1, 428 
Bilges cleaned and pumpe repaired..__........... te 750 
i icc a th Sen nh ce mn nce ae ent n sin alli as 1, 250 

SIN lie cath satioaca is es ecareicawiemecsie tcc coc genn inet te Shane bis ind hated 6 lala Last lca 3, 678 

MV Iceland: Hull: 

ie ti aati dirireacieeeieniatienaaiasinitninmmiinrentntenpebrrveee 250 
Firefighting and lifesaving equipment added__-__________________ 1, 400 
Bilges cleaned and pumps repaired____.--.____-_____________-___ 800 
eR NNN ooh is sie Sh lees ecdbecindncee 1, 000 

ca haere tac aaa alae epttaicrinny tops eninin cicionimpe winnie 3, 545 


MV Sydney: Additional costs undetermined. 


We would like to point out that the vessels are bareboat chartered, and that 
the owners of the vessels are not members of the association. While three of 
the vessels are in the form of a corporation, none of the stockholders of those 
corporations, to my knowledge, are members of the association. Mr. Joseph 
Burdette, is the sole owner of the MV Sydney. 

We sincerely trust that this information furnished to you will show you that 
this operation is not for profit, but of necessity of the merchants of southeastern 
Alaska. The necessity is more than convenience, but dire necessity for the 
merchants and the people of southeastern Alaska themselves. We also trust 
that the improvements made upon the vessels by the owners will show that it 
is the intention of both the association and the vessel owners to provide safe 
vessels for operation, while the complete compliance with the Coast Guard in- 
spection requirements are economically impossible. 

During the 4-year extension of the present legislation, the merchants and all 
of us will be attempting to make other arrangements so that another common 
earrier operation can be substituted for the present operation. We believe the 
testimony of the witnesses back in Washington will clearly show this intent. 

In relation to paragraph 1 above, the total yearly tonnage shipped to the out- 
ports is 35 percent of the total yearly tonnage shipped by all members of the as- 
sociation. The members of the association doing business in the outports is ap- 
proximately 35. If this service is not continued, the outports will have to secure, 
if possible, another means of obtaining their goods, foods, and merchandise. 

During 1959 the members shipped 714 million tons of fish out of the State of 
Alaska by means of their chartered vessels. If this service is not continued, 
it is not known how this volume of fish could otherwise be moved. 

You will note from the financial statements that this operation has had a 
cumulative loss in excess of $88,000. To enable this operation to continue despite 
this continued loss, individual members have loaned working capital to the entire 
membership in amounts of $2,000 to $3,000 each, for totals of $20,000 to $45,000. 
At the present time, the members of the association are in the process of raising 
$100,000 as working capital to be paid back by the association over the next 4 
years. 

We trust that the extension requested shall be granted. 

Very truly yours, 
DoNALD W. IRELAND, 
Assistant Secretary, Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc. 
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Summary profit and loss statement, Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association 














| | | 
| 1958 1957 e 1956 1955 1954 | 1953 
Soenes roceipts...........--- _|$668, 033. 84 |$674, $28. 17 $591, 690. 25 ss 29, 102. 60 |$595, 841. 18 $441, 115. 77 
Purchase discounts and mis- 
eellancous..................| 1,906.44| 2,083.81] 1,642.47 |_.......-- oo) | 
ppm frn sniping beiinling | eigenen teagan tceemenhiiaitntpinlig bbe 
Total... nemnbebannseds | 669, 840. 28 676, 911. 98 | 593, 33: 2.72 529, 102. 60 | 596, 102. 56 } 441, 115.7 
Less direct expenses: | | , Tp teat 
Cargo handling ------..--- | 226, 764. 56 | 223,295.92 | 197, 789. 47 | 188, 430.12 | 408,011. 54 | 149, 360. 30 
Charter boat: wages......| 119, 553.48 | 117,070.67 | 111,017.00 | 103, 116.57 | 145,397.11 116, 199. 92 
Operations: 
Charter_..--.- ininiineinesl | 121,729.24 | 136,675.00 99, 804. 84 of | oy Meets: | 73,200.00 
Oo oan cascacaynn | 52,649. 41 57,278.92 | 46,829.45 | 46, 954.18 cite inedig abaiaiitded | 44,115.26 
Food and miscella- | 
sini schibiipeinitomncatsiall |} 20,813.14 | 22,117.67 | 21, 558. 52 DA Ss UF Linceccccseeon | 22,072. 97 
Maintenance - -...-.-- 31, 432. 02 46, 072. 83 37, 703. 57 41, 606. 2 eS 10, 279. 09 
. . ienpeeieipsitiel caapeiinas pie fd i 
Total, direct ex- | il | 
SRS incacicei: | _572, 941. 85 602,511.01 | 514, 703. 8 85 | | 485, 863. 8 | 553, 408. 65 | 415, 227. tall 
Gross operating profit_........ ~ 96,898.43 | 74,400.97 | 78, 628. 87 Tr 43, 238. 72 >| 42,693. O1 | 25,888.23. 
| = = = = — — = ——__—$|§E _——— —— —>—— 
Indirect expenses: | 
Administrative salaries...| 26, 806. 25 34,714.56 | 30,192.49 34, 831,24 | 31,905. 47 24, 048. 29 
i a as 1, 229. 34 5, 461. 53 519. 05 | 666. 01 335. 52 65. 91 
Rent wwe tap aanlain at ahebitta a 7, 800. 00 6, 000. 00 5, 750. 00 5,400.00 | 5,020.16 | 2, 850. 00 
eee ee ee 5, 294. 25 2,782.32 | 7,095, 46 6, 441. 87 
Depreciation ...........--- 426. 57 906. 04 868. 71 842. 01 842.01 | 196. 07 


Total, indirect expenses-| 41, 698. 21 | 52, 2, 957. 83 | "42, 624. 50 4, 521. 58 | 45, 198. 62, "33, 602, ry 


Other deductions: acs 
| SS eae -| 8,246. 42 | 4, 880. 90 2, 511. 91 2, 277. 01 2, 002. 36 


1, 952. 25 
OS cptosdbesasaanel 2,433.74 | 2,044.73 | 1,522.67] 1,566.18 2, 620. 04 1, 953. 96 


Warehouse . -| 13,841.41 | 13,020.96 | 15, 955. 23 8, 657. 83 4, 530. 54 


405. 36 

General and miscellane- 
ica heii tials 20, 287. 28 17, 156. 66 10, 874. 03 14,390.55 | 17,810.89 5, 979. 81 
Telephone and tele gr: iph_- 7, 121. 14 7, 527. 52 5, 500. 03 5,085.49 | 5,139.35 3, 293. 33 


1 
ml 
7 — 
Total, indirect expenses -| 
} 


88,628.20 | 97, 588. 60 78, 988. 37 76, 498. 4 77, 301. 80 | 47,186.85 


OE x dein eldeeeiees | 8,270.23 | (23, 187, 63)! (359. 50)| (33, 259. a (34, 607. 89)| (21, 298. 62) 
Non-recurring receipts. -_----.- |-- _.------| 19,940.92 4 OGR OP sasitais3- baci LS ieeetieiil . 
Net profit or loss.......- 8, 270. 23 (3, 246. 71 )| (3, 702. 89) (33, 259. a) (34, 607. 89) (21, 298. 62) 


| | 


Norte.—Figures in parentheses are losses. 
MV “RoutTH ANN” 


The following are corrections made to the vessel by the vessel owner follow- 
ing the Coast Guard inspection of the same. 


HULL 


1. The crew’s quarters were enlarged by erecting a pilot house atop the exist- 
ing pilot house and crew’s quarters. 

2. Draft marks placed on stem and stern. 

38. Metal manhole covers were made water tight; all bilge pump systems 
were placed in good working order; sounding tubes were placed in forepeak 
and cargohold: and a ladder was installed in the No. 1 cargo hold. 

4. Two means of escape were provided from machinery spaces. 

5. The below-deck bulkheads, and all other bulkheads were made watertight, 
although it is unknown whether they were vaportight in strict compliance with 
the Coast Guard regulation. 

Rails were installed on main and superstructure decks as well as ver- 
tical ladders on starboard and port sides of vessel. 

7. Deck planking were renewed as appropriate for continued operation of 
the vessel. 

FIREFIGHTING AND LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT 


8. One 21%4-gallon soda and acid fire extinguisher was provided for after 
stores; two fire axes were installed; one fire hydrant and one 1%4-inch 50-foot fire 
hose, nozzle, and spanner were installed: and two additional class B—II portable 
fire extinguishers were installed. 
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9. Machinery space was ventilated. 

10. Ring buoys were provided with vessel’s name together with 15 fathoms 
of line for each ring buoy. Suitable storage for life preservers, marked with 
vessel’s name, was provided. 

11. The vessel was outfitted with a liferaft rather than a lifeboat. The life. 
raft was the same standard as now being employed and recommended by the 
English in that proper lowering equipment for the lifeboat is not only expensive 
but, in reality, may not provide the protection always needed. A liferaft when 
properly stored can always be lowered despite the difficulties or Casualties 
which a vessel may encounter, and the liferaft is believed to provide the same 
protection and equipment of a lifeboat. 

12. The galley range was equipped with a drip pan, and fireproof materia] 
was installed around the galley range. 


ELECTRICAL 


13. All drop cords were replaced with the suitable and appropriate wiring, 
and gas-proof lights were provided in engineroom. 

14. Port and starboard side lights were of watertight fixtures; a 12-point 
white stern light was provided for use on international waters. 


MACHINERY 


15. Bilges were cleaned throughout the vessel. The necessary bilge pump 
systems were installed. 

16. Metallic container for oily rags was provided in the engineroom. The 
necessary clearance and lag exhaust piping was provided. 

17. Vent piping with flame screens from fuel tanks within machinery space, 
with vents terminating on the weather deck were provided. Vent piping with 
flame screens for the two main fuel tanks located in space aft of the machinery 
space were provided. Sounding pipes were provided in the fuel tanks. 


Moror VESSEL “VITANIC”’ 


Following the inspection by the Coast Guard of the motor vessel Ruth Ann, 
comparisons were made with the motor vessel Vitanic. Many of the recom- 
mendations made for the Ruth Ann were found to be in place on the Vitanic 
at that time. Where deficiencies did exist, the owners of the vessel were pre- 
vailed upon to make such alterations or additions as to make the vessel com- 
ply with the basic safety requirements of the Coast Guard. 


HULL 


1. The crew’s quarters are believed to be of adequate size. 

2. The draft marks are located on the sides of the vessel. 

3. All metal manhole covers are watertight; all bilge pump systems are in 
good working order; sounding tubes are properly placed; and permanent or re- 
movable ladder systems in the cargo hold. 

4. The below-deck bulkheads and all other bulkheads are watertight, al- 
though it is unknown whether they are vaportight in strict compliance with the 
Coast Guard regulations. 

5. Vertical ladders as necessary are located on the starboard and port sides 
of the vessel, and rails are installed partially on the main and superstructure 
decks as necessary to protect the movement of the crew aboard the vessel. 

6. Deck planking is renewed as appropriate for continued operation of the 
vessel. 

FIREFIGHTING AND LIFESAVING MACHINERY 


7. The vessel is provided with one 2%-gallon soda and acid fire extinguisher 
for after storm; two fire axes are provided; one fire hydrant and one 14-inch 
50-foot fire hose, nozzle, and spanner are provided; and two additional class B- 
II portable fire extinguishers are provided. 

8. Machinery space is ventilated. 

9. Ring buoys are provided with vessel’s name, together with 15 fathoms 
of line for each ring buoy. Suitable storage for life preservers, marked with 
vessel’s name, was provided. 
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10. The vessel is outfitted with a skiff. The expense of providing a lifeboat 
with acceptable lowering devices is too great for the owners to cohsent to pro- 
yide the same. If in the future the life rafts are deemed acceptable lifesaving 
equipment, the same will be substituted for the skiffs now in place. From past 
experiences, the skiffs offer adequate and satisfactory protection in the case of 
emergencies or casualties. 

11. The galley range is equipped with a drip pan, and fireproof material is 
installed around the galley range. 


ELECTRICAL 


12. All running lights are of satisfactory and proper materials and type. 
13. The wiring and junction boxes are appropriate and are believed to be of 
the specified material in accordance with the Coast Guard regulations. The 
switchboard is not accessible on all sides, and it is believed it cannot be made 
to be so. 
MACHINERY 


14. Bilges are cleaned and kept cleaned throughout the vessel. Necessary 
bilge pump systems are installed. 

15. Metallic container for oily rags is provided in the engineroom. The neces- 
sary clearance and lag exhaust piping is provided. 

16. Vent piping with flame screens from fuel tanks within machinery space, 
with vents terminating on the weather deck are provided. Vent piping with 
flame screens for the two main fuel tanks located in space aft of the machinery 
space is provided. Sounding pipes are provided in the fuel tanks. 


M/V “Coral. SEA” 


Following the inspection by the Coast Guard of the M/V Ruth Ann, compari- 
sons Were made with the M/V Coral Sea. Many of the recommendations made 
for the Ruth Ann were found to be in place on the Coral Sea at that time. Where 
deficiencies did exist, the owners of the vessel were prevailed upon to make such 
alterations or additions as to make the vessel comply with the basic safety re- 
quirements of the Coast Guard. 

HULL 


1. The crew’s quarters are believed to be of adequate size. 

2. Draft marks are on stem and stern. 

3. All metal manhole covers are water tight; all bilge pump systems are in 
good working order; sounding tubes are properly placed; and permanent or 
removable ladder systems in the cargo hold. 

4. The below deck bulkheads and all other bulkheads are watertight, although 
it is unknown whether they are vaportight in strict compliance with the Coast 
Guard regulations. 

5. The main and superstructure decks are equipped with rails as well as ver- 
tical ladders as necessary. 

6. All deck and hull plankings are replaced or renewed when appropriate for 
continued operation of the vessel. 


FIREFIGHTING AND LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT 


7. The vessel is provided with one 214-gallon soda and acid fire extinguisher 
for after storm ; two fire axes are provided ; one fire hydrant and one 1%4-inch 50- 
foot fire hose, nozzle, and spanner are provided; and two additional class B-—IT 
portable fire extinigushers are provided. 

8. Machinery space is ventilated. 

9. Ring buoys are provided with vessel's name, together with 15 fathoms of line 
for each ring buoy. Suitable storage for life preservers, marked with vessel’s 
name, was provided. 

10. The vessel is outfitted with a liferaft rather than a lifeboat. The liferaft 
is the same standard as now being employed, recommended, and required by the 
English in that proper lowering equipment for a lifeboat is not only expensive, 
but, in reality, may not provide the protection always needed. A liferaft, when 
properly stored, can always be lowered despite the difficulties or casualties which 
a vessel may encounter, and a liferaft carries and provides the same protection 
and lifesaving equipment as a lifeboat. 


53323—60——7 
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11. The galley range is equipped with a drip pan and fireproof material jg 
installed around the galley range. 


ELECTRICAL 


12. All electrical wiring and fuse boxes are of the proper materials. The 
Switchboard is placed so that it is accessible on all sides. The material of the 
switchboard, while designed and installed by the U.S. Navy standards, may not 
be satisfactory or acceptable to the Coast Guard. 

13. All running lights are of satisfactory and proper materials and type, 


MACHINERY 


14. Bilges are cleaned and kept cleaned throughout the vessel. Necessary 
bilge pump systems are installed. 

15. Metallic container for oily rags is provided in the engine room. The 
necessary clearance and lag exhaust piping is provided. 

16. Vent piping with flame screens from fuel tanks within machinery space, 
with vents terminating on the weather deck are provided. Vent piping with 
flame screens for the two main fuel tanks located in space aft of the machinery 
space is provided. Sounding pipes are provided in the fuel tanks. 


MV “IcELAND” 


Following the inspection by the Coast Guard of the MV Ruth Ann, compari- 
sons were made with the MV Iceland. Many of the recommendations made for 
the Ruth Ann were found to be in place on the Iceland at that time. Where 
deficiencies did exist, the owners of the vessel were prevailed upon to make such 
alterations or additions as to make the vessel comply with the basic safety 
requirements of the Coast Guard. 

HULL 


1. The crew’s quarters are believed to be of adequate size. 

2. Draft marks are on stem and stern. 

3. All metal manhole covers are watertight; all bilge pump systems are in 
good working order; sounding tubes are properly placed; and permanent or re- 
movable ladder systems in the cargo hold. 

4. The below-deck bulkheads and all other bulkheads are watertight, al- 
though it is unknown whether they are vapor tight in strict compliance with 
the Coast Guard regulations. 

5. The main and superstructure decks are equipped with rails as well as 
vertical ladders as necessary. 

6. All deck and hull plankings are replaced or renewed when appropriate 
for continued operation of the vessel. 


FIREFIGHTING AND LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT 


7. The vessel is provided with one 2% gallon soda and acid fire extinguisher 
for after storm; two fire axes are provided; one fire hydrant and one 1'-inch 
50-foot fire hose, nozzle, and spanner are provided; and two additional class B 
II portable fire extinguishers are provided. 

8. Machinery space is ventilated. 

9. Ring buoys are provided with vessel’s name, together with 15 fathoms of 
line for each ring buoy. Suitable storage for life preservers, marked with 
vessel’s name, was provided. 

10. The vessel is outfitted with a skiff. The expense of providing a lifeboat 
with acceptable lowering devices is too great for the owners to consent to pro- 
vide the same. If in the future the liferafts are deemed acceptable lifesaving 
equipment, the same will be substituted for the skiffs now in place. From past 
experiences, the skiffs offer adequate and satisfactory protection in the case of 
emergencies or casualties. 

11. A fixed smothering system was installed in the cargo hold. 
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ELECTRICAL 


12. All electrical wiring and fuse boxes are of the proper materials. The 
switchboard is placed so that it is accessible on all sides. The material of the 
switchboard, while designed and installed by the U.S. Navy standards, may 
not be satisfactory or acceptable to the Coast Guard. 

13. All running lights are of satisfactory and proper materials and type. 


MACHINERY 


14. Bilges are cleaned and kept cleaned throughout the vessel. Necessary 
bilge pump systems are installed. 

15. Metallic container for oily rags is provided in the engine room. The 
necessary clearance and lag exhaust piping is provided. 

16. Vent piping with flame screens from fuel tanks within machinery space, 
with vents terminating on the weather deck are provided. Vent piping with 
flame screens for the two main fuel tanks located in space aft of the machinery 
space is provided. Sounding pipes are provided in the fuel tanks. 


MV “SypNrEyY” 


Following the inspection by the Coast Guard of the MV Ruth Ann, compari- 
sons were made with the MV Sydney. Many of the recommendations made for 
the Ruth Ann were found to be in place on the Sydney at that time. Where 
deficiencies did exist, the owners of the vessel were prevailed upon to make such 
alterations or additions as to make the vessel comply with the basic safety re- 
quirements of the Coast Guard. 


HULL 


1. The crew’s quarters are believed to be of adequate size. 

2. The draft marks are on stem and stern. 

3. All metal manhole covers are watertight; all bilge pump systems are in 
good working order; sounding tubes are properly placed; and permanent or 
removable ladder systems in the cargo hold. 

4. The below-deck bulkheads and all other bulkheads are watertight, although 
it is unknown whether they are vapor tight in strict compliance with the Coast 
Guard regulations. 

5. The main and superstructure decks are equipped with rails as well as ver- 
tical ladders as necessary. 

6. All deck and hull plankings are replaced or renewed when appropriate for 
continued operation of the vessel. 


FIREFIGHTING AND LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT 


7. The vessel is provided with one 2% gallon soda-and-acid fire extinguisher 
for after storm; two fire axes are provided; one fire hydrant and one 1%-inch, 
50-foot fire hose, nozzle and spanner are provided; and two additional class 
B-II portable fire extinguishers are provided. 

8. Machinery space is ventilated. 

9. Ring buoys are provided with vessel’s name, together with 15 fathoms of 
line for each ring buoy. Suitable storage for life preservers, marked with ves- 
sel’s hame, was provided. 

10. The vessel is outfitted with a skiff. The expense of providing a lifeboat 
with acceptable lowering devices is too great for the owners to consent to provide 
the same. If, in the future, the life rafts are deemed acceptable lifesaving 
equipment, the same will be substituted for the skiffs now in place. From past 
experiences, the skiffs offer adequate and satisfactory protection in the case of 
emergencies or casualtiés. 

11. The galley range is equipped with a drip pan and fireproof material is 
installed around the galley range. 

ELECTRICAL 


12. All electrical wiring and fuse boxes are of the proper materials. The 
switchboard is placed so that it is accessible on all sides. The material of the 
switchboard, while designed and installed by the U.S. Navy standards, may not 
be satisfactory or acceptable to the Coast Guard. 

18. All running lights are of satisfactory and proper materials and type. 
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MACHINERY 


14. Bilges are cleaned and kept cleaned throughout the vessel. 
bilge pump systems are installed. 

15. Metallic container for oily rags is provided in the engine room. The neces- 
sary clearance and lag exhaust piping is provided. 

16. Vent piping with flame screens from fuel tanks within machinery space, 
with vents terminating on the weather deck are provided. Vent piping with 
flame screens for the two main fuel tanks located in space aft of the machinery 
space is provided. Sounding pipes are provided in the fuel tanks. 


Necessary 


Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions / 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I was unfortunately called out when 
Commander Shoemaker was testifying, and I have one question to 
ask him, with the indulgence of the committee. 

Mr. Garmatz. Commander / 

Mr. Rivers. I wanted to ask the Commander if he could state that 
any of these accidents would not have occurred if the vessel had been 
under inspection ? 

Commander Suormaker. No, sir: I do not believe it would have 
made any difference at all. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

Then the witness, Mr. Ireland, just testified that they did make 104 
trips, round trips per vear, between Puget Sound and southeastern 
Alaska. 

You are familiar with the record of accidents. Does that not add 
up to a fairly good safety record for that period of time and that 
number of trips? 

Commander Suormaker. Yes, sir; I would say so. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

Mr. Curtrx. Would the gentleman yield / 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Curtrn. Commander, in that connection I notice that in this 
Vitanic accident, where it nearly ran down a skiff, according to this 
report there was no one on the bridge at the time of the near accident. 
Would that be in accordance with the Coast Guard regulations? 

Commander SHOEMAKER. Of course, the one thing I want to make 
clear, Congressman, is the fact that whether anyone was on the bridge 
or not was merely an opinion of Mr. Westre. 

Mr. Curtry. That I understand. But I mean, assuming there was 
no one on the bridge, would that be in accordance with the regulations! 

Commander SHormaxer. That would be a violation; yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, in further amplification of my reply to Congressman 
Rivers’ last question I would like to say that had these sm: all vessels 
been inspected, licensed personnel would be required. Operating 
under the authority of their license, the Coast Guard could then take 
action against the license by R.S. 4450 to either revoke or suspend the 
license for negligence or other misconduct. 

Mr. Curtin. Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Ireland, on the list that you have here, you have 
loss of vessel] listed on one side and the cargo on the other. TI do not 
see that $64,000 loss in there you mentioned before. 

Mr. Iretanp. No, Mr. Garmatz. That is a supplemental list in ad- 
dition to what the Coast Guard has already supplied you. I did not 
repeat what you already have from the Coast Guard. These are all 
periods which the Coast Guard’s report does not cover, and which they 
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were not instructed to furnish you. But we keep a safety record, 
which we are proud of, and I wanted to furnish the committee with 
our complete records, which I have. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you have anything you want to say, Mr. Wohl- 
stetter ? 

Mr. Woutstetter. I want to defer until after Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Garmatz. We are not going to have a lot of crossfiring here. 

Mr. Woutsterter. No; I understand. 

I would like to finish up what I referred to Monday, if I may. 

Mr. Garmatz. We will ake from you now. 


STATEMENT OF ALAN F. WOHLSTETTER, ATTORNEY FOR KETCHI- 
KAN MERCHANTS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION—Resumed 


Mr. Woutsterrer. I would like to save the committee’s time by 
asking permission to enter this prepared statement in the record. 

Mr. hasnters, Is this the statement you started Monday ? 

Mr. Woutsretter. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Garmatz. There are no changes in here since then ? 

Mr. Woutstetter. No, there are not. 

Mr. Garmarz. If there are no objections, it will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ALAN F’. WOHLSTETTER 


My name is Alan F. Wohlstetter. I am a member of the law firm of Denning & 
Wohlstetter of this city and represent the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative 
Association, a nonprofit organization consisting of about 250 Alaskan merchants. 
It is the small boat operation of these merchants which will be forced to ter- 
minate unless the existing legislative relief from Coast Guard inspection re- 
quirements, which is due to expire the middle of next month, is extended. 

Due to the unavailability of water service to outlying ports in southeastern 
Alaska, a number of merchants some 10 years ago began to charter small boats 
as a means of getting their own merchandise transported between Seattle and 
southeastern Alaska. 

After holding hearings throughout southeastern Alaska and in Washington, 
D.C., during 1957, the House and Senate committees found that there were a 
number of communities in southeastern Alaska dependent upon the continuation 
of the small boat operation, and that the continuation of the small boat opera- 
tion was, in turn, dependent upon the exemption from the Coast Guard inspec- 
tion requirements, and granted an appropriate exemption until March 15 of this 
year. 

The small boats we are talking about are 4 in number, are under 150 gross tons 
and are converted fishing vessels. 

The conference report which accompanied S. 1798, which subsequently became 
Public Law 739 of the 85th Congress, provided for a review of this situation prior 
to March 15, 1960, in order to ascertain whether an extension of the exemption is 
required “to assure essential service to and from such communities on a reason- 
able basis”. 

The merchants of the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association operate 
the Iceland, Coral Sea, Sidney, and Vitanic, each being a small boat of less than 
150 gross tons, between Seattle, Wash., and various ports in southeastern Alaska, 
carrying exclusively the freight of member merchants. KMCA serves the ports 
of Wrangell, Petersburg, Juneau, Ketchikan, Klavock, Tokeen, Hydaburg, Vank 
Island, Metlakattu, Yes Bay, Craig, ete. All other ports except Ketchikan, 
Petersburg, and Juneau, receive no regular weekly service from the Alaska 
Steamship Co. or any other water carrier and are completely dependent upon 
the continuation of the small boat operation. What this small boat operation 
means to the people of southeastern Alaska has been testified to first hand by 
various Alaskans who have traveled here for this specific purpose. 
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Although the need for exemption from Coast Guard inspection requirements 
and the need for the continuation of the small boat service to all of southeastern 
Alaska was established during the hearings held in 1957, the vigorous and some 
times violent opposition of the Alaska Steamship Co., resulted in the compromise 
bill and law whereby the exemption permitting the continued operation of these 
small boats to ports in southeastern Alaska, served by Alaska Steam would be 
reviewed by Congress prior to March 15th of this year. 

As the Senate and House have previously determined, the small boats cannot 
be operated to the outports not served by Alaska Steam, unless calls are per- 
mitted at other ports in southeastern Alaska, such as Ketchikan and Juneau, 
The small population of these outports makes it economically impossible. Ip 
rejecting the advisability of restricting the small boats to the smallest outports 
in southeastern Alaska, the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
stated : 

“Because of prohibitively increased costs resulting from operation restricted 
to the smaller ports in southeastern Alaska, it would also result in the cessation 
of service to the smaller ports receiving no, or infrequent, common carrier sery- 
ice” (H. Rep. 2264, accompanying S. 1798, 85th Cong., 2d sess., at p. 4). 

The report continued : 

“Your committee does not believe that such criteria for exemptions from 
existing inspection laws is sound. Moreover, it does not appear possible that 
the quantities of cargo handled to and from the larger towns by small boats would 
have any considerable adverse effect on the established common carrier service, 
On the other hand, it would create a degree of healthy competition.” 

Actually the need to call it a large port in order to be able to serve a smaller one 
is inherent in water transportation. For example, by special legislation, the 
Alaska Steamship Co. was sold two C1IMAV1 vessels from the Government's 
reserve fleet at bargain rates for the specific purpose of serving southeastern 
Alaska and those ports which could not accommodate Liberty-type vessels. 
Nevertheless, Mr. Skinner, the president of Alaska Steam, testified that he would 
not be able to accept a restriction on the use of these vessels which would keep 
them out of competition with other common carriers. In other words, he refused 
to limit the operation of the CIMAV1’s to southeastern Alaska, stating that it 
was necessary to combine calls in southeastern Alaska with calls at the larger 
ports located in the rail belt of Alaska. 

One point deserves your complete consideration. Congress is not faced 
with the question of whether these small boats shall be operated as inspected 
or uninspected vessels. 

If this exemption is not continued and operation is unlawful without meeting 
inspection requirements, the small boats will have to discontinue serving the 
outports. At one time, Admiral Richmond advised the chairman of the House 
Committee of Merchant Marine and Fisheries, by letter dated August 8, 1957, 
that based upon a preliminary inspection of certain small boats, their modifica- 
tion would not be so financially burdensome as to make conformance impossible. 
Although KMCA promptly looked upon this statement as an opportunity to 
operate with inspected vessels and submitted one of its vessels for inspection, 
the Coast Guard report, dated October 16, 1957, required such substantial 
modification that the cost of meeting these requirements would exceed $30,000. 
When it is realized that the present market value of two of the vessels has been 
appraised by an independent marine surveyor at $66,000, with the other two 
vessels at $73,000 and $75,000, it is readily apparent that the cost of modification 
is prohibitive. The inability to spend $30,000 to $40,000 in modifications on 
a vessel worth $66,000 is apparent. 

We therefore must respectfully, yet reluctantly, advise the committee that 
unless this exemption is extended, the small merchants of KMCA will have no 
alternative but to discontinue the only available service to certain outports in 
southeastern Alaska. 


Mr. Woutstetrer. I would like to supplement it in this way. 

In addition to the efforts made to review the possibility of getting 
the vessels under inspection, we attempted and I personally spent 3 
weeks in New York, attempting to finance the new construction of in- 
spected vessels with a mortgage aid assistance from the Federal Mari- 
time Board. Specifically, this occurred during the last year. I 
worked with J. H. Whitney & Co., who evidenced an interest in this 
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matter. We went so far as to have designs and plans drawn up for 
a new-type vessel. I have a picture of the proposed vessel which was 
considered. [Producing picture. | 

This, of course, would solve the problem, That was the intention of 
the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association. One of the principal 
executives in J. H. Whitney & Co. came down and spent 3 days in 
Washington. We went over to the Federal Maritime Board, he 
checked the tonnage moving into that area, the construction of the 
ship was checked with the shipyard outside of the New York area, 
and after several weeks of consideration they reluctantly concluded 
that at this time, even though the mortgage or the money would be in- 
sured by the Government through their title XI mortgage aid pro- 
gram, the sparsity of the population and the lack of consistent tonnage 
was such that they just could not conclude that it would support the 
construction of new vessels meeting Coast Guard requirements. 

They did, however, leave the door open that, should the time ar- 
rive when the development of Alaska would increase the tonnage re- 
quirements to southeastern Alaska, they would be very interested in 
pursuing the matter further. 

The other thing I would like to mention—and I will keep it very 
brief—is that, as Congressman Lennon stated Monday, this informa- 
tion of the Coast Guard which was furnished in response to his request 
was primarily to be directed to the vessels of KMCA. The reason 
for that is twofold: The question before this committee is whether 
this present legislation exemption, a temporary exemption, should be 
extended for another 4 years. The Dahl operation would continue, 
regardless of what this committee does, for two reasons: First, you 
will recall that in the 85th Congress, in addition to this temporary ex- 
emption from inspection requirements, there was a permanent ex- 
emption from inspection requirements granted to these small vessels 
where they do not call at the larger ports served by the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co. The greater part of the Dahl operation is conducted in that 
area. 

In those instances where they call at Ketchikan, which is one of 
the ports served by Alaska Steamship Co. they again do not operate 
by virtue of this temporary exemption, for the simple reason that 
their freight is carried in for one large merchant. The entire reach 
of the vessel is chartered to that one merchant, and as has been said 
many times, the law is such that one merchant can charter a vessel 
and carry his own goods and operate it without meeting inspection 
requirements, regardless of this exemption. 

_ I would say that the inspection or the safety, although certainly 
it is an appropriate matter to consider, when you really boil it down, 
there probably has been already considered by Congress in the 85th 
Congress. They weighed the safety records of these vessels, and they 
granted them a permanent exemption from safety requirements to 
southeastern Alaska. They only limited that exemption where there is 
some competitive collision with the Alaska Steamship Co., I think 
in the hope that there might be some other common carrier service 
there that could operate under inspection. 

_ We also point out, as Admiral Richmond testified in the last hear- 
ing, that if title to these goods or freight was in the name of the 
Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, rather than in the name 
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of the individual merchants, under his interpretation of the present 
law without the exemption, this would be private carriage, and these 
vessels would not be required to submit to safety. 

I think that sort of indicates that we are talking a little bit more 
about economic impact rather than inspection. 

Admiral Richmond also testified that while these are 150-ton ves- 
sels, there are 6,000-ton motor vessels operated by the Ford Motor 
Co., not required to be inspected, operating on the Great Lakes. The 
theory again is, they are carrying their own merchandise. So once 
again, the safety matter becomes not the principle issue. 

Then we also point out that the Dahl Transportation Agency is 
also operating towboats and barges, the barges having double the 
capacity of our vessels. These towboats and barges are not operated 
under inspection. They are not required to be. In the same manner, 
with these four vessels of KMCA, you could tow a barge carrying 
300 tons of freight instead of 150 tons, and these very vessels would 
not have to meet inspection. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any further questions? 

Let me ask the gentlemen from the Alaskan Steamship Co., did 
you say you had a statement ? 

Mr. Cxiark. I filed a statement. I would just like to summarize 
some highlights from it, if I may. 

Mr. Garmatz. Do you want to read the statement ? 

Mr. Crarx. I just want to summarize it to clarify some misunder- 
standings. 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF HENRY W. CLARK, VICE PRESIDENT, ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co. 


We do not object to competition or supplementary service by small boats so 
long as that service complies with the law governing other common carriers. 
We maintain that if the law is too onerous it should be changed but we do 
not agree that exemptions from existing laws should be granted indefinitely. 
In the course of the hearings before the subcommittee of the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee on Coast Guard some statements were made that may 
cause misunderstandings that we would like to correct. It was reported that our 
agent said we were not interested in hauling fresh milk. We have been actively 
soliciting such cargo and are now concerned because we have lost fresh milk 
shipments to Juneau, to KMCA, because we understand they are quoting a lower 
rate. We cannot check this because they are publishing no tariff. 

The statement was made that many perishables are shipped only at the 
owner’s risk. The only perishables moving “owner’s risk” are bananas. Other 
perishables are covered by our own cargo insurance. 

We agreed heartily with the testimony by the mayor of Hoonah but we do not 
know of any service by KMCA to either Hoonah, Angoon, or Kake, the three 
towns he mentioned. The same applies to Hydaburg, Craig, and Klawock. We 
know of no regular service to outports by KMCA. They regularly serve Ketchi- 
kan, Wrangell, and Juneau and serve outports only when they have a very 
heavy load. They, as well as ourselves, recommend service to Hydaburg and the 
west coast of Prince of Wales by mail boats which comply with the safety and 
manning requirements of the law. During 1959 Alaska Steamship Co. made 61 
separate calls at southeast Alaska outports, including 5 Waterfall, 6 Metlakatla, 
8 Hydaburg, 4 Wards Cove, 3 Kake, 5 Letnikof Cove, 3 Hawk Inlet, 1 Tenakee, 
9 Excursion Inlet, 6 Hood Bay, 1 Auke Bay, 5 Pelican, 1 Chatham, and 3 Tamgass 
Harbor. 

It was stated that we are the only ones in opposition. The Coast Guard 
opposed KMCA and won a court decision against them, June 6, 1959, 1959 AMC- 
2085. It is true that the volume involved is small but the great problem of 
Alaska shipping is lack of volume. We handle weekly into Ketchikan and 
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Juneau from 200 to 300 tons while KMCA, we understand, handles approximately 
100 to 150; to Wrangell they handle as much as we do. Overall they handle 
probably 25 to 50 percent of the total cargo to this area. The Alaska Freight 
Lines solicited this area thoroughly 2 years ago and decided there was not 
enough volume for them to enter the trade. This was a tug and barge operation. 
We are concerned, as all Alaskans, as to maintaining the present economy and 
we are as optimistic as to the future. Meanwhile, we again point out that 
the local mail boats and the Dahl Transportation Co. are within the law and we 
feel that anyone competing for common carrier cargo should also comply with 
the law governing other common carriers. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY W. CLARK, VICE PRESIDENT, ALASKA 
STEAMSHIP CO. 


Mr. Ciarkx. I am Henry W. Clark, vice president of the Alaska 
Steamship Co. 

First of all, there seems to be confusion between small boats as 
such and the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association. The Alaska 
Steamship Co. has always favored service to the outports. We think 
it is essential, and we approve of it highly. It is to our interests to 
develop the area in the whole of Alaska. To the other ports, the ports 
that we serve, we feel that extra service is desirable, and we hope, as 
Mr. Wohlstetter has just said, that the volume will increase to the 
point where there is extra service. 

We agreed heartily with the testimony of the Mayor of Hoonah, but 
we do not know of any service by KMCA to Hoonah, or Angoon, or 
Kake, the three towns that he mentioned which we classify as outports. 
The same applies to Hydaburg. The head of the cooperative there 
testified as to the need of service, and we concur heartily. But KMCA, 
as far as we know, does not serve Hydaburg, Craig, or Klawock. We 
know of no regular service to outports by KMCA. They regularly 
serve Ketchikan, Wrangell, and Juneau, and they serve the outports, 
as we understand it, when they have a very heavy load. 

They, as well as ourselves, recommend service by mail boats trans- 
shipping from Ketchikan, which comply with the safety and manning 
requirements of the law; and these boats serve Hydaburg, Craig, and 
Klawock. 

During 1959, the Alaska Steamship Co. made 61 separate calls at 
southeastern Alaska, so-called outports. I have summarized a list of 
about 50 of those calls. It is true those calls were made chiefly for 
picking up canned salmon and that sort of thing but we do, when we 
can, go into these smaller ports. The reason we cannot go in more 
often is, there is lack of volume and also lack of facilities, as has been 
téstified previously. 

It was stated that we are the only ones opposing the extension of 
this exemption. But I want to point out that the Coast Guard op- 
posed KMCA and won a court decision against them on June 6, 1959. 
It is true that the volume involved in this whole picture, especially 
that hauled by KMCA, is small. But the great problem of Alaska 
shipping all over is lack of volume. 

We handle weekly into Ketchikan and Juneau, between 200 and 300 
tons of cargo, and we understand that KMCA handles about half of 
that, 100 to 150 tons a week. To Wrangell, they service alternately 
with us, and they haul about as much cargo as we do, we understand. 
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Overall, it is our understanding that they handle probably 25 to 
50 percent ‘of the total car go to southeastern Alaska. 

The Alaska Freight Lines, a tug and barge operation, solicited this 
area thoroughly 2 years ago and decided that there was not enough 
volume there for them to “enter the trade. That gives you an idea 
of the small operation it amounts to. 

That is all I have, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Garmartz. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Clark, KMCA does serve certain small outports; 
does it not ? 

Mr. Cxark. As far as I know, they do go in to serve them, as I 
said. The only one I know personally is Metlakatla, on one occasion, 
I do not know what other outports they go to. We have itemized all 
the outports that we have served in the last year. 

Mr. Rivers. Are there not some of these outports that do not have 
docks, adequate for your company to get into? 

Mr. Crark. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. And yet you would like to serve them ? 

Mr. Cuark. Very much so. 

Mr. Garmatz. Is the community doing anything to help itself, as 
Congressman Rivers says, relative to the piers and docks? Or is 
the State coming in there? Who would know? 

Mr. CiarK. No, there is no State port authority; and we have been 
urging the creation of such an authority so that they could create 
docks there. But because of the configuration of the land, which is 
very abrupt, rocky, it means you have to have piling docks, and the 
incidence of fire and the upkeep are terrific up there. They have 
toredos that attack the piling, and the docks do burn down. 

Mr. Pinkerton testified that his dock was destroyed by fire within 
a month. And that is an everpresent danger in Alaska. So docks 
are an expensive luxury for small towns in Alaska. 

Mr. Garmarz. Is that true when the communities are too small 
financially ? 

Mr. Cuark. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I understand that one of the matters 
pending before the legislature in Alaska at this time is the matter of 
aportauthority. It is just pending. 

Mr. Lennon. Let me ask you, sir: In the third paragraph of your 
statement you say: “We agreed heartily with the testimony by the 
mayor of Hoonah.” But then you go on to disagree with everything 
he says. In what respect do you agree with him ? 

Mr. Crark. I agree with him as to the necessity of small-boat 
service, the necessity of their getting mail and perishables in there. 
But I do not agree that this necessity was addressed to this particular 
extension of the exemption to the law. 

Mr. Lennon. In other words, are you stating unequivocally that 
KMCA does not service Hoonah or Angoon or Kake or Hydaburg 
or Craig or Klawock ? 
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Mr. Crarx. As far as I know, we have no evidence that they have 
service in there since this law was extended, this exemption was 
extended. 

Mr. Lennon. I understood from the mayor Monday that they did. 

Mr. Criark. I think he misunderstood the question, sir. I think 
there was confusion between small-boat service and this particular 
small-boat service. When he was asked the question, I think he meant 
tosay, “We are served by small boats.” 

Mr. Lennon. But not by the KMCA ? 

Mr. Ciark. That is right. 

Mr. Lennon. Will you answer that question, Mr. Ireland? Does 
KMCA service Hoonah or Angoon or Kake or Hydaburg or Craig 
or Klawock ? 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes. Not on a regularly scheduled basis, because of 
the volume. 

Mr. Lennon. But you do serve them ? 

Mr. Iretanp. We do serve them. 

Mr. Lennon. How often? 

Mr. IreLanp. Very occasionally during the winter months. It is 
usually in the spring, summer, and early fall. 

Mr. Lennon. Who was the mayor talking about that did serve them 
regularly ? 

Mr. IRELAND. Could I yield to Mr. Erwin? 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL F. ERWIN, MEMBER OF THE 
MERCHANTS DOCK, JUNEAU, ALASKA 


Mr. Erwin. May I answer the question for you ? 

Mr. GarmaArz. Yes; if you want to. 

Mr. Erwin. I am a member of the Merchants Dock in Juneau. 
We operate a dock there for a public dock. All of the small boats 
serving areas around there are mail boats and have mail contracts 
and one thing and another like that, and operate from Juneau and 
haul stuff out of there. We make a regular service, KMCA makes 
a regular service to our dock in Juneau, the merchandise is refriger- 
ated and loaded on the boats, and we maintain schedules with those 
boats so that they can transship. 

Mr. Lennon. What boats are you talking about ? 

Mr. Erwin. The mail boats that go out to Hoonah and some of the 
other places. I am not prepared to say that KMCA makes a sched- 
uled run into Hoonah. 

Mr. Lennon. Well, he just said they did know. So I am prepared 
to say they do not, if he knew what he was talking about. 

Mr. Erwin. But I wouldn’t go so far as to say they didn’t make 
any calls there. But they do make a regular scheduled run and trans- 
ship merchandise into Hoonah and some of the other places, too. 

Mr. Lennon. The whole philosophy of this thing is that you folks 
contend that it is discrimination to permit a single merchant to charter 
the whole vessel and thereby escape the rules and regulations of the 
Coast Guard, when you are not permitted to do it on a cooperative 
basis to save you money ¢ 
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Mr. Erwin. I didn’t understand you. 

Mr. Lennon. I said the whole philosophy of the argument you gen- 
tlemen are advancing is that you think it is discrimination to permit 
a single large merchant to charter a vessel to haul his entire stock of 
goods and thereby be exempt from the regulations of the Coast Guard, 
and at the same time, unless this act is extended, it would prevent you 
folks as a group of merchants from banding together and getting the 
economic advantage of hauling through a cooperative method / 

Mr. Erwin. That is our contention. 

Mr. Lennon. I think it works that way, too, in a way. 

Mr. Erwin. Iwould like to say a little bit more on the subject of 
servicing these small boats. 

They are the same type of boat as the fishing vessel there, and if 
they are safe enough for that operation, they should be safe enough 
to take care of the people there. 

Mr. Garmatz. Does the cooperative pay any taxes in any shape or 
form to the State of Alaska ? 

Mr. Erwin. I can’t say that. 

Mr. Iretanp. There is a regular business tax, and there is a tax on 
rofits, and since this is nonprofit there is no tax. We pay the regular 
usiness license fee in Alaska. 

Mr. Garmatz. How much is that? 

Mr. Irevanp. $15 a year. 

Mr. Garmarz. But, to sum it up, you do not pay any taxes as a 

cooperative, because you make no profit ¢ 

Mr. Irevanp. That is right. 

Mr. Garmatz. So there is no tax there. What you really pay for 
operating as a cooperative is a tax to operate, the $15 a year ? 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Could I ask one other question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Ireland, there seems to be some question as to the frequency 
with which you serve these outposts which have been enumerated by 
Congressman Lennon. I presume you keep a log of the places you 
have made deliveries within the last 2 years; do you not ? 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Would it be possible for you to furnish for the record 
a list of the dates that your chartered boats did serve these outposts! 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

Mr. Curtin. Would you do that? 

Mr. Iretanp. Anticipating now, it would be easier if we could put 
it by month. The actual day of the month may be a little more 
difficult. 

Mr. Curtin. That would be satisfactory. Would you do that? 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


Partial listing of ports of call of vessels chartered by members of Ketchikan 
Merchants Charter Association during 1958 and 1959 


Out port: Approximate date of call 
Annette Island__ April 18, 1958; May 23, 1958; June 6, 1958; July 11, 1958; 
July 17, 1958; October 8, 1958;, October 22, 1958; No- 
vember 7, 1958; November 21, 1958; December 5, 1958; 
December 19, 1958. 


Hydaburg------. May 15, 1958; May 23, 1958; May 18, 1959. 
ee March 4, 1958; March 7, 1958. 
Klawock__..---- May 23, 1958; October 28, 1958; March 1, 1959; March 9, 


1959; March 23, 1959; April 24, 1959; June 15, 1959; 
June 29, 1959; August 9, 1959; October 12, 1959. 


Metlakatla_____- January 2, 1959; January 16, 1959. 

PUMGERiic ctncane August 27, 1959; October 26, 1959. 

Port Edwards_. April 16, 1959; May 4, 1959; August 28, 1959, 

ORG wecnccka May 15, 1958; June 25, 1958; June 1, 1959; June 15, 1959; 


June 29, 1959; July 31, 1959. 

Vank Island___._ September 30, 1958; October 14, 1958; May 22, 1959. 

Wrangell___-_---. January 2, 1958; January 16, 1958; January 30, 1958; 
February 13, 1958; February 27, 1958; Mareh 13, 1958; 
March 27, 1958; April 10, 1958; April 24, 1958; May 8, 
1958; May 22, 1958; June 12, 1958; June 26, 1958; 
July 9, 1958; July 23, 1958; August 6, 1958; August 2, 
1958 ; September 3, 1958; September 17, 1958 ; October 1, 
1958; October 15, 1958; October 29, 1958; November 12, 
1958 ; November 26, 1958; December 10, 1958 ; December 
24, 1958; January 1, 1959; January 2, 1959; January 14, 
1959; January 31, 1959; February 1, 1959; February 8, 
1959; February 11, 1959; February 27, 1959; March 12, 
1959; March 25, 1959: April 9, 1959; May 8, 1959; May 
22, 1959; May 26, 1959; June 5, 1959; June 17, 1959; 
June 19, 1959; July 3, 1959; July 16, 1959; July 30, 
1959; August 138, 1959; August 27, 1959; September 11, 
1959 ; September 24, 1959; October 18, 1959; October 21, 
1959; November 4, 1959; November 19, 1959; December 
3, 1959; December 4, 1959; December 13, 1959; Decem- 
ber 16, 1959. 

Bee DOF ions June 19, 1959; July 3, 1959; July 16, 1959; July 26, 1959; 
August 23, 1959. 


ee eeeete excluded from above listing are Ketchikan, Juneau, Petersburg, and Prince 
pert. 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Ireland one 
question. Your association charters these vessels from the owners 
and then you operate the vessels. The owners pay the regular tax due 
the State of Alaska ; do they not? 

Mr. Iretanp. Yes. Three of the boat companies are corporations, 
whose residence, and for tax purposes, I believe, is Alaska; and they 
pay a regular profits tax. 

r. Rivers. Business license tax and income taxes ? 

Mr. Irevanp. Yes. 

_Mr. Rivers. That is all, Mr. Chairman. I have no further ques- 
tions, except to thank the committee. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other questions ? 

I might state at this point in the record we have some communica- 
tions here from the Kane Store of Hoonah, Alaska, and also from the 
McCallum-Legaz Fish Co., the Booth Fisheries, and others. If there 
is no objection, we will insert them in the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 
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SEATTLE, WASH., February 16, 1960. 

Congressman Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Navi- 
gation, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Washing. 
ton, D.C.: 

Urgently request your strongest support for Congressman River’s H.R. 9124 
to permit continued yse small vessels in Alaskan trade. These small vessels 
imperative to healthy growth Alaskan towns and villages. To kill the vital 
small boats stifles commerce and trade absolutely dependent on this service and 
invites the abuses of monopoly. Please give this bill your wholehearted active 
support. 

JOHN McCALLuM. 

McoCattumM-LeGaz Fisx Co. 


KETCHIKAN, ALASKA, February 16, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.O.: 

Reference to S. 2669 and H.R. 9124 now before your committee. We ask that 
consideration be given and applied to all freight vessels of 150 tons or less as 
only fair and just as licensed manpower not available locally. Senator Bartlett 
can give additional information, also the two Ketchikan witnesses before your 
committee hearing as to our need. Exclusion could put us out of business after 
25 years of service. 

KETCHIKAN TRANSPORTATION Co., 
Ep W. WoLr. 


SEATTLE, WASH., February 17, 1960. 
HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We strongly oppose the passage H.R. 9124 and S. 2669 extending Public Law 
85-739 (85th Cong.) providing for special exemptions from the shipping laws for 
certain small boats operating in the Alaskan trade. Nevertheless if such a spe- 
cial law is to be passed then we request that similar special exemption and 
privileges be granted to us in the operation of tugs and barges in the Alaskan 
trade. We employ over 2,000 maritime workers and have substantial investments 
and interests in tugs, barges, and equipment which the passage of H.R. 9124 and 
8S. 2669 might seriously jeopardize. 


Northwest Tow Boat Association, Alaska Barge & Transfer Co., 
American Tug Boat Co., Bellingham Tug & Barge Co., Foss 
Launch & Tug Co., Pacific Tow Boat Co., Pioneer Towing Co., 
Puget Sound Tug & Barge Co., Wagner Tug Boat Co., Washington 
Tug & Barge Co. 


SEATTLE, WASH., February 17, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Re H.R. 9124 Alaska Small Boat Bill, in my opinion this is nothing more than 
an attempt to legalize an operation that ignores the U.S. Coast Guard, Federal 
Maritime Board and maritime unions at the expense of the merchant marine 
industry itself by the adverse effect its operation has on the existing common 
earrier. The regular schedule of this operator differs from that of the com- 
mon carrier only in that it calls at fewer ports and again skims the cream from 
them. Any support of this type of operation by special legislation can only 
impede or halt the efforts of the existing common carrier in its efforts to pro 
vide a necessary service to all of Alaska in face of the same difficulties which 
confront the few domestic carriers that are left under the U.S. flag. 

ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co., 
D. E. SKINNER, President. 
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SEATTLE, WaSH., February 11, 1960. 
Hersert C. BONNER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 
Imperative H.R. 9124 be passed. In 1959, shipped million pounds frozen 
fish by my Tokeen plant. Large vessels cannot get to dock. 
Lou Scort. 


L. KANE STORE, 
Hoonah, Alaska, February 8, 1960. 
Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DearR Sir: There is now pending before you bill H.R. 9124, which would au- 
thorize and extend Public Law 85-739, passed by the 85th Congress, for a period 
of 4 years from March 15, 1960, This extension would permit the continued 
operation of a small charter boat operation between the continental United 
States and the State of Alaska, and would more particularly permit the con- 
tinued operation of these small boats by the Ketchikan Merchants Co-Operative 
Association, Inc., a nonprofit cooperative incorporated under the laws of the 
State of Alaska. 

These small boats operated by our cooperative permit the transportation 
of necessary food products to our community and we are able to offer the 
residents of our community the advantage of such necessities as fresh milk, 
fresh produce, and other fresh items each week and if the service of this co- 
operative was taken away from us we would be denied these items. 

The Alaska Steamship Co. does not serve this community for the reason that 
we are unable to buy and stock 100 to 200 tons of cargo, which they would re- 
quire to call at this small town and for the further reason that they operate 
only large oceangoing ships which are not able to serve the many small towns 
and villages located in southeastern Alaska. 

Without the service of these small cooperative boats we would be at the mercy 
of one big monopoly steamship company and our service would then deteriorate 
to the point where we would practically be forced out of business. We do not 
believe that you would be part and parcel of a plan to throttle the movement 
of the necessities of life to our community and at the same time set up a 
monopoly shipping company. 

The large merchants can conduct small boat operations without the extension 
of this legislation for the reason that they can purchase an entire boatload of 
grocery merchandise—but this extension of this law is required in order to give 
the small merchant the same opportunity. 

We most respectfully request that you act favorably on the bill pending before 
you. 

Respectfully, 
Rose KANE THOMPSON. 


WASHINGTON LABORATORIES, INC., 
Seattle, Wash., February 12, 1960. 
Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Coast Guard and Geodetic Survey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. GARMATZ: We are requesting the support of you and your com- 
mittee for the extension of Public Law 85-739, bill H.R. 9124, which is coming 
up for consideration shortly. 

Washington Laboratories, Inc., like many other firms in Seattle and Alaska, 
is dependent upon the services of these small charter boats which are operating 
in and out of several Alaska ports, particularly the smaller ports. 

Without these charter boats and their service, we would be forced out of the 
Alaska market due to the increased cost of other transportation than these 
cooperative charters, and lack of service to the smaller ports. 

We sincerely hope that you and your committee will give this bill your whole- 
hearted support. Thanking you kindly, we remain, 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE T. REEVE. 
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NorTHERN PropUcTs Corp., 
Seattle, Wash., February 11, 1960. 
Re hearing on H.R. 9124. 


Hon. Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. GARMATZ: We are asking for your active support of the above bill 
permitting our association to continue the use of small refrigerated vessels 
serving southeastern Alaska and the Puget Sound area here in the State of 
Washington. 

The writer has been in the fishing business since 1935 and has witnessed the 
continued decline in the shipping business between Puget Sound ports and 
Alaska. Prior to World War II there were, in addition to the Alaska Steamship 
Co., the Northland Transportation Co., Alaska Transportation Co., and several 
other small freighting companies. The advent of the war and resulting eco- 
nomic changes since that date have resulted in only one regularly regulated 
steamship company (Alaska Steamship Co.) surviving. 

The Alaska Steamship Co. had to discontinue the passenger service and give 
up many of the smaller steamers, which they used for calling at ports in south- 
eastern Alaska where large quantities of freight were not always available. 
With the cessation of their passenger business by these small vessels, which 
also offered quick and efficient refrigerated shipping opportunities for the fishery 
people in this area, the resulting lack of such service posed a serious threat to 
the fishery operators in Alaska. 

With the loss of their regularly constituted passenger fleet, the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co. was forced to rely entirely upon their much larger type cargo vessels, 
which are not as flexible nor able to call at many of the smaller outlying ports 
amongst the fishery centers of southeastern Alaska. For example, the Alaska 
Steamship Co. now will not go into a port unless there is a minimum of 100 tons 
offered. This is 200,000 pounds and it is not feasible nor desirable to ship, espe- 
cially by the small packers, these large quantities at one time. In other words, 
such large shipments interfere with the orderly marketing process which is so 
necessary to maintain a healthy economy. Accordingly, when we were able to 
join together as an association in the operation of these small but efficient and 
fully refrigerated vessels, the situation, you might say, was saved as far as 
the fishing industry is concerned. Furthermore, these vessels can be operated 
efficiently and at a minimum of cost but yet under, as we understand, satisfac- 
tory safety standards. By so operating these vessels, we have been able to 
manitain the fishery economy of southeastern Alaska on a sound and stable basis. 

There are many additional reasons why this type of an operation should be 
maintained and the writer is of the opinion that with the growing problems fac- 
ing especially our North Pacific salmon industry, an efficient transportation 
operation such as offered by these small boats should be maintained rather than 
discouraged. The growing competition we are faced from Japan, plus the pos- 
sible entry of Russia into our North Pacific fisheries, plus the possibility of the 
12-mile limit being adopted, poses further problems and headaches for the people 
of Alaska and the State of Washington in attempting to maintain their tradi- 
tional economy which has been tied closely to the fishing industry. It goes with- 
out saying that in order for an industry to compete it has to be operated as effi- 
ciently and economically as possible. The small boat operations if continued, 
for example, by the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association, Inc. offer us 
the best hope of maintaining an efficient, economical transportation system be- 
tween here and Southeastern Alaska. 

Your favorable support is urgently requested. 

Yours very truly, 
Rosert EB. Dienon. 


SouTHEAST STEVEDORING CoRP., 
Ketchikan, Alaska, February 10, 1960. 

The Honorable Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 

Chairman, Committee on Coast Guard and Geodetic Survey and Nawigation of 
House of Representatives Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Siz: Our company has been in the stevedoring contracting business in 

Alaska for 8 years, during which time we have seen our new State grow from a 

Territory to Statehood; for which we are very proud. Also, during this time, 
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peing in a waterfront industry, and the major employer of longshoremen in 
southeastern Alaska (475 employees in 1959), we have been in a position to 
closely watch the developments of small vessel versus large vessel operations. 

In order for Alaska to prosper we need industry and population. We are 
getting industry and an increase in population, but in order for us to keep these 
people and have a happy satisfied citizen, especially here where some of the 
comforts are lacking, he must be assured of a high standard of living at the most 
economical cost possible. 

Here are a few of the things the small vessel operations have done in this 
respect: Have assured and given the ports more frequent service, which enables 
better and less expensive products on the grocers shelves. Assured the mer- 
chant of timely delivery of his merchandise which eliminates costly local ware- 
housing. As it is few merchants have storage space for large inventories. 
Have accomplished the shipment of fresh milk for our families as well as fresh 
meats—Not to mention how they are keeping our cold storage fish plants operat- 
ing by assuring them adequate space and frequent transportation of their south- 
pound shipments. 

To point out our need for small vessel operations in southeast Alaska, I would 
like to compare the large vessel operations in southeast Alaska to railroads and 
small vessel operations to motor trucks. For instance in your State if only 
railroads could operate to service a city or industry—then a merchant or industry 
must be large enough to warrant a rail spur into his plant or he could not remain 
in business. By the same token in our area many of our docks and plants are 
not large enough to dock a large vessel or if they were they do not always have 
cargo enough to warrant the cost of the large vessel docking. So this puts us 
in the same position as the man who must utilize only the railroad. If he could 
switch to a smaller, more compact means of shipping, such as trucks (or in our 
case small vessels), which are much more flexible and suitable for his needs, he 
cannot only remain in business but be competitive. 

Certainly the large vessels should not be eliminated for they do a fine and 
much-needed service for Alaska but by the same token the small vessel operation 
is aS vital a part in the economy of southeast Alaska as trucking companies are 
to areas where roads take the place of our Inside Passage. 

For the continuing growth and prosperity of Alaska we strongly urge that 
you do all within your power to help with the passage of legislation enabling 
these small vessels to continue with their fine operations as they have in the 
past. 

Please support H.R. 9124. 

Yours very truly, 
SOUTHEAST STEVEDORING CorP., 
Curr R. Taro, 
President, General Manager. 


PLFIN Cove, ALasKA, February 8, 1960. 
Hon. Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sir: There is pending before your committee H.R. 9124 which seeks to 
extend Public Law 85-739, passed by the 85th Congress, for a period of 4 years, 
from March 15, 1960. This extension would permit the continued operation of 
small charter boats between Puget Sound, Wash., and Alaska, and would more 
particularly permit the continued operation of these small boats by the Ketchikan 
Merchant Cooperative Association, Inc., a nonprofit cooperative incorporated 
under the laws of the great State of Alaska. 

These small charter boats operated by our cooperative permits the transpor- 
tation of such necessary: refrigerated food items as fresh milk, fresh produce, 
and many other garden-fresh items that are of such vital importance, each week, 
at a fair and reasonable price to the residents of our community and if the 
service of this cooperative was taken away from us, we would be denied these 
items, along with many other foodstuff items. 

There are many small towns and villages located along the shores and in the 
small harbors of our intricate waterway system that nature has provided for us 
in southeastern Alaska. These waterways are our highways. The harbors 
are small and shallow and will only accommodate shallow draft vessels and it 
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is for that reason Alaska Steamship Co., the only common carrier in south- 
eastern Alaska, is unable to call at these ports and for the further reason our 
food requirements are on a small weekly basis. (Also steam requires a mini- 
mum of 200 tons to call at small towns and you can readily see that it would 
take a small village months and months to use this much foodstuffs.) We need 
the small charter boats and earnestly solicit your assistance. 
Very truly yours, 
Ernest O. Swanson, 


Hur.Look & Sons Pouttry Farm, 
Juneau, Alaska, February 12, 1960. 
Re H.R. 9124. 
Hon. Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House Office Build- 
ing, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: It was a genuine pleasure to learn that an acquaintance from 
Maryland is chairman of the subcommittee which is handling H.R. 9124, about 
which I am writing you briefly. 

When we left Baltimore in 1951 and moved to Alaska, we started a small 
poultry farm operation there, which has since grown to the point where it is the 
largest in the new State (albeit small by the standards we know, say, over on 
the Eastern Shore where I was born). We have 6,000 laying hens; and we 
supply fresh eggs to stores, markets, and restaurants in the Juneau area, as 
well as to outlying small towns, logging and mining camps, summer lodges, and 
Indian villages in a 200-mile radius of Juneau. We are understandably a bit 
proud of having made what we feel is a worthwhile contribution to the much- 
needed start in agricultural self-sufficiency of our area. 

We should like to urgently request that your committee give favorable con- 
sideration to urging passage by the full House of H.R. 9124, which, as I read 
the bill, is anyway simply a much-needed 4-year time extension of legislation 
already on the books—and legislation which was carefully examined as to its 
need, before ever being originally enacted. 

This 4-year extension, as embodied in H.R. 9124, is of vital necessity to the 
small merchants and businessmen and to the agricultural people of south- 
eastern Alaska, with our complete dependence on water transportation for bulk 
items. It is essential to our new State development program that, in our area, 
we be permitted uninterrupted operation as at present of our small charter boats, 
either individually or as co-op groups, until such time as more frequent, and 
more competitive, service is available commercially. 

In our own case, we utilize both the services of the Alaska Steamship Co. and 
the Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, in bringing in poultry feeds, egg 
cartons, supplies, and equipment; and we ship eggs to our outlying customers 
by Alaska Steamship Co., by small boats, and by amphibian planes. We vitally 
need every source of transportation we can get. 

Please accept our personal regards; and anytime, you meet any of the Hurlock 
or Velenovsky clan at Baltimore, say “hello” from Alaska. 


Sincerely, 
RoGerR HURLOCK. 


Vi1Ta Foop Propvucts, INC., 
Seattle, Wash., February 16, 1960. 
Hon. RAatpH J. RIVERS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RIVERS: We are in the fresh and frozen fish industry in 
Alaska and consequently do a lot of shipping of fish out of that State. Most of 
our product comes out of Alaska on the small refrigerated boats which are run 
by our association, called the Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association. 
Needless to say, we are deeply concerned with the proposed extension of Public 
Law 85.739, which law has permitted these boats to carry this fish and which 
expires on March 15, 1960. To have these very capable vessels taken away from 
the fishing industry would indeed be a hard blow to all of us in the business. 
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Much of our product moves from Alaska to Prince Rupert, B.C., for trans- 
shipment to our eastern markets and there is no transportation available for 
this route other than our small association boats. With the use of these small 
carriers, we often ship small amounts from Alaska to Seattle which the common 
carrier, Alaska Steamship Co., cannot afford to bother with. 

This association was formed a few years ago as a result of the poor service 
that was being rendered the shippers by the existing common carrier. We feel 
that if these small boats are forced off the sea, the service will again be poor 
and inadequate to take care of our needs. 

These small vessels have solved many of the transportation problems to and 
from Alaska, have helped improve the service in general, and are doing a very 
good job as a carrier for us. It is because of this that we strongly recommend 
that, for the common good of the shipper, these boats be permitted to continue 
operating. 

PWith the above in view, we are asking you to give your full support to H.R. 
9124 which will extend Public Law 85.739 for another 4 years and allow us to 
continue to operate our cooperative association. Thanking you very kindly. 
Respectfully yours, 
Ler EJDE. 


Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other witnesses this morning? 

Commander SHormaker. Mr. Chairman, I would like to amend my 
statement in a certain degree in my answer to Congressman Rivers 
as to what might have been done with respect to these casualties. 

Had the personnel concerned been found at fault and had they had 
a Coast Guard license, we could have taken action under R.S. 4450, 
looking toward the suspension or revocation of that license. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Thank you gentlemen for appearing here this morning and giving 
of your time. 

f there is no objection, the meeting will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., Wednesday, February 17, 1960, the 
committee adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.) 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co., 
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1960. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
U.S. Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BoNNERS: Yesterday the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee reported out S. 2669 under the impression which we feel 
is mistaken, that this bill will save water service to the outports of south- 
eastern Alaska. This bill with its companion, H.R. 9124, extends the exemp- 
tions which were voted 2 years ago from Coast Guard and other regulation for 
4 years. The original bill was passed and the Senate committee took favor- 
able action on the extension after hearing testimony from several Alaskan 
witnesses as to the need for regular service to the outports of southeastern 
Alaska. Two of the witnesses who testified, namely from Hoonah and Hyda- 
burg, represent communities that are not regularly served by the Ketchikan 
Merchant Cooperative, the only company which appeared to be benefited by 
the legislation. As a matter of fact, if this exemption is not extended these 
outports or towns of a few hundred people will continue to be served as they 
have in the past by small boats which meet all legal requirements and hence 
are not seeking exemptions, nor are they involved in this legislation one way or 
the other. 

There are between 15 and 20 so-called outports in southeastern Alaska, which 
historically have been served directly by boats owned by individual fishermen 
and directly and indirectly by small mail boats running out of Ketchikan and 
Juneau. All of these boats have always met all legal requirements. KMCA, 
about 6 years ago, established regular service to Ketchikan, Wrangell, and 
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Juneau. In 1958 Congress held that weekly service was sufficient to classify 
a port as major so that Ketchikan and Juneau are not held to be outports. We 
feel that Wrangell can scarecly be regarded as an outport because we now serve 
it every other week and the volume should grow there soon to the point where 
it will justify regular weekly common carrier service. 

The total volume of freight to southeastern Alaska barely justifies common 
carrier service. KMCA, in serving the three above ports in competition with 
us, carries 50 percent as much cargo as we do at a lower rate than ours because 
they do not have to abide by the Coast Guard rules of safety at sea, the manning 
scale of maritime unions, or the tariff regulations of the Federal Maritime 
Board. We maintain that competitors in the same trade should be bound by 
the same rules. If the rules are onerous they should be changed but exemption 
should not be granted. 

KMCA escapes these legal requirements by pleading for service to outports 
which they serve very irregularly, if at all. In fact, they have never presented 
evidence that they served any outport regularly except Wrangell. We offered 
evidence that while we do not hold ourselves out as specially servicing outports 
we made 61 stops at such small places in 1959 and 100 stops if we include 
Wrangell. 

For these reasons we do not feel the outports need this legislation and we 
feel any extension of this exemption is unfair to the regular common carriers 
striving to serve this area. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry W. Cuark, Vice President. 


ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co., 
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Bos: In the course of hearings on S. 2669 and its companion bill, H.R. 
9124, you asked the cost of fresh milk in various towns in Alaska and the mayor 
of Hoonah stood up and said, from the rear of the room, a quart of milk costs 
80 centsin Hoonah. The inference being that this was attributable to our service 
or could be attributable to Congress if they fail to grant the special privilege 
which KMCA is seeking. I would like to clear up misunderstandings on both 
scores. 

We do not serve Hoonah direct, as the mayor testified, they do not have the 
dock facilities to take care of our ships and they do not have the volume to 
warrant our calls there. On the other hand, neither does KMCA give them 
either direct or regular service. We have no evidence, nor do I believe any 
has been submitted to Congress, that they have any calls at Hoonah. 

A quart of homogenized milk retails in Seattle for 24 cents, 2 quarts packed in 
one-half gallon packages sell for 45 cents. This milk is shipped from Seattle to 
Juneau in cases, each case carrying nine one-half gallon packages of milk. The 
freight charges on the case, including terminal charges at both Seattle and 
Juneau totals $1.305; this breaks down to a cost per quart for transportation 
74 cents. This charge would not be unreasonable when we consider special 
refrigeration is necessary and when you compare it to the fact that the d'fference 
between a quart of milk in a chain store and delivered to your home is between 
2 cents and 3 cents. We understand that quarts of milk at Marshal Erwin’s 
Market in Juneau is 35 cents and one-half gallons 69 cents. This would appear 
perfectly reasonable but how this cost can balloon from 35 cents to 80 cents in 
going 100 miles or less from Juneau to Hoonah, when it increases 11 cents in 
going 900 miles from Seattle to Juneau, is something we cannot answer. This 
may be due to again lack of volume, difficulty of refrigeration and other matters 
but it did not appear that either KMCA, Alaska Steam, or the pending legisla- 
tion is involved. KMCA should be required to submit a detailed statement of the 
ports of call and dates which should reveal whether or not they are calling at 
Hoonah. 

Sincerely yours, 


Henry W. Criark, Vice President. 
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DENNING & WOHLSETTER, 
Washington, D.C., March 10, 1960. 
Re R.R. 9124. 
Hon. Epwarp A. GARMATZ, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Navi- 
gation, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. GARMATZ: We have just had made available to us for comment, let- 
ters written by Mr. Henry Clark, Washington vice president of the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co., subsequent to the hearings held on this legislation, under date of Febru- 
ary 25, to the Honorable Herbert C. Bonner, chairman of the House Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee and under date of March 2, to the Honorable 
BE. L. Bartlett, member of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee. 

The purpose of Mr. Clark’s letter of March 2, as stated by Mr. Clark, is to 
clear up a misunderstanding that the present price of milk delivered at Hoonah 
of 80 cents a quart “was attributable to our [Alaska Steamship Co.’s] service 
or could be attributable to Congress if they fail to grant the special privilege 
which KMCA is seeking. 

Such was not the inference of the testimony presented before your honorable 
committees and no reasonable person could conclude that there is any inference 
that the 80 cents price should be laid at the doorstep of Congress should they 
fail to pass the subject legislation. The proposed legislation as you know, is 
a continuation of legislation passed in the 85th Congress which is presently in 
effect and which exists along with the unfortunate price of 80 cents which the 
people of Hoonah must pay for a quart of milk. Thus, it does not seem that 
it is within the Congress’ power at the present time to accord any price relief 
to Hoonah in this regard. However, for specific reasons which are set forth 
herein, it is almost a certainty that the price of milk at Hoonah would rise 
above the unfortunate 80 cents per quart level if the present exemption is not 
continued as proposed in S. 2669 and H.R. 9124. 

Mr. Frank See, mayor of Hoonah, testified as a resident of Hoonah, an owner 
of one of the grocery stores at Hoonah, and as the mayor of that community. 
We are frank to admit that his testimony was not as clear as could be desired. 
As Mr. See testified, there are three grocery stores at Hoonah which supply the 
needs of this small community. One of these grocery stores is Coastal Glacier 
Sea Foods. You will recall from the testimony of Mr. Pros Ganty of Coastal 
Glacier Sea Foods, adduced at the hearing held before your honorable com- 
mittee in the 85th Congress, that his company would be able to continue to 
obtain transportation regardless of Congress’ action on the exemption from 
Coast Guard inspection requirements since he could charter an entire vessel 
for the carriage of his own produce, an operation which is admittedly not re- 
quired to be conducted with inspected boats. The direct calls at Hoonah which 
Mayor See testified to are made by the S. B. Dahl Agency, whose operations, 
although performed with uninspected boats, do not require the temporary exemp- 
tion from Coast Guard inspection requirements. The service of the 8S. B. Dahl 
Agency to Hoonah is exclusive and is not available to the other two grocery 
stores located at Hoonah, namely the store of Mayor See and the L. Kane Grocery 
Store. These latter two grocery stores, and the people in Hoonah which they 
serve, ar completely dependent on the combination service rendered by KMCA 
and the mail boats. As Mayor See stated: “We ship by small boat from Seattle 
to Juneau and Hoonah.” (House Tr. 39). During the calendar year 1959, 
KMCA’s vessels called at Juneau every single week with cargo destined for 
Hoonah. An analysis of KMCA’s manifests shows that it carried the following 
necessaries consigned to Hoonah: 
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The way this freight moved is as follows. The small boats of KMCA 
and the mail boat have been able to coordinate their sailing schedules go 
that perishables and other freight for Hoonah are brought by KMCA to 
Juneau and immediately loaded into the mail boat for delivery to Honnah, 
The mail boat and KMCA both use the same dock at Juneau, known as the 
Merchant Dock, which dock has cold storage facilities for the storage of 
both fresh and frozen products. In the event the vessels do not make im- 
mediate connection, which must inevitably occur from time to time, the 
perishables are placed in the specially equipped storage faciilties located 
right at the Merchant Dock. 

On the other hand, the reason why Hoonah cannot use a transshipment 
service of Alaska Steam and the mail boat, is apparent for the following 
reasons : 

1. The perishables would have to be trucked from the Alaska Steam dock 
to the Merchant Dock used by the mail boat. 

2. The Alaska Steam vessels and the mail boat are not able to mesh their 
schedules because of the long itinerary of the Alaska Steam vessels and the 
schedule requirements imposed upon the mail boats by the Post Office De 
partment. 

3. The Alaska Steam dock has no facilities for storage of fresh produce 
and in the event the Alaska Steam vessel comes into Juneau at any time 
when the mail boat is not in port, the produce has to be trucked to the 
Juneau Cold Storage Co., stored there until the mail boat arrives, and then 
retrucked to the Merchant Dock for delivery to Hoonah. 

It is apparent that the additional handling which would be required in 
a transshipment with Alaska Steam would tend to increase the damage to 
perishables, to say nothing of the increased costs resulting from the truck- 
ing which would be required. The situation is similar to but more critl- 
cal than the one existing in Ketchikan as testified to by Mr. Clifford R. Phil- 
lips of E. C. Phillips & Sons, and referred to by Senator Bartlett. When 
Senator Bartlett had occasion to ask Mr. Phillips why he could not truck 
his fish from his dock to the dock of the Alaska Steamship Co., he replied: 

“We have tried that. That is out of the question. The cost is prohibitive.” 
(Senate Tr. 49-50). 

We frankly admit that it would be far preferable if KMCA’s vessels 
were able to call directly at Honnah. However, the fact that Hoonah is 
substantially dependent upon a transshipment service operated in combina- 
tion with KMCA and the mail boat, which contributes to the high price of 
food at Hoonah, furnishes no basis to eliminate this necessary service which 
is admittedly not wholly satisfactory. To do so would further penalize the 
community of Hoonah by the foreclosing of this means of obtaining a large 
portion of its needed perishables. 

In his letter of February 25, addressed to Congressman Bonner, Mr. Clark 
appeared to object to the fact that Mr. Frank See testified as to the need 
of Hoonah for the continuation of the KMCA small boat operation and to 
that of Mr. Eldon Grimes, who testified on the situation at Hydaburg and 
Klawock. 

We trust that the specific information included in this letter sufficiently 
sets forth the vital and direct interest that Hoonah has in the continuation 
of the small boat service. 

The testimony of Mr. Grimes places further emphasis upon the need for 
the extension of the present legislation. He testified before the House Com- 
mittee that the “plans are to shut down the cannery at Hydaburg and pack 
all the fish at Klawock.” He further testified that it is impossible for ves- 
sels operated by Alaska Steam to call at Klawock because of draft limita- 
tions. 

Information furnished by KMCA under date of March 1, 1960, responsive 
to your Committee’s request shows that the small boats of KMCA made eight 
direct calls at Klawock during the year 1959. The elimination of these di- 
rect calls would be most unfortunate especially in light of Mr. Grimes’ tes 
timony that the cannery at Klawock will during this coming season, process 
the fish which was previously handled at Hydaburg, in addition to the pack 
normally handled at Klawock, thus increasing, rather than eliminating, the 
continued need for the KMCA service at Klawock. 

We sincerely trust that you will find that the continuation of the small 
boat operation of KMCA is required for the following reasons. 
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1. The continuation of its direct calls at communities not receiving week- 
ly services by the common carrier, the Alaska Steamship Co. 

2. The continuation of its transshipment service in combination with the 
mail boats at those communities where a direct call is not feasible, a.g., 
Hoonah, Tenakee and Elfin Cove. 

3. The continuation of the well-defined need for a supplementary service 
at the ports of Ketchikan and Juneau. 

4, The continuation of the need of the KMCA service for the transportation 
of fish southbound from Ketchikan, as testified to, without contravention by 
Mr. James G. Pinkerton, manager of the Ketchikan Cold Storage Co. 

We also bring to your attention the forthright testimony of Comdr. Benjamin 
D. Shoemaker, Assistant Chief, Merchant Vessel Inspection Division, Office of 
Merchant Marine Safety, U.S. Coast Guard, given in response to questions 
asked of him by Congressman Rivers in the hearing on H.R. 9124, the companion 
pill. 

“Representative Rivers. I wanted to ask the commander if he could state 
that any of these accidents would not have occurred if the vessel had been under 
inspection? 

“Commander SHOEMAKER. No, sir; I do not believe it would have made any 
difference at all. 

“Representative Rivers. Then the witness, Mr. Ireland, just testified that they 
did make 104 trips, round trips, per year, between Puget Sound and southeastern 
Alaska. You are familiar with the record of accidents. Does that not add up 
to a fairly good safety record for that period of time and that number of trips? 

“Commander SHOEMAKER. Yes, sir; I would say so.” 

Since the present exemption is due to expire on March 15, I ask the honorable 
committee to take action on H.R. 9124 at the earliest possible moment. 

Copies of this letter have been sent to all members of the subcommittee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ALAN F. WOHLSTETTER, 
Attorney for Ketchikan Merchants Cooperative Association. 


ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co., 
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1960. 
Hon. H. C. BONNER, 
US. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am sorry that there has been some misunderstanding 
concerning the small boat service to the outports of southeastern Alaska. This 
is an effort to clear up the picture. 

Four small boats operate out of Ketchikan to the west coast of Prince of Wales 
Island and to the other outports in the southern end of the panhandle. These 
boats carry mail and general freight and qualify under all rules of the Coast 
Guard. They have been operating for many years. They are the Eureka, Dart, 
Discoverer, and Renoron. One additional in this area operates out of Metlakatla, 
to cover the outports in that immediate vicinity, is the Theo. These five boats 
cover Tamgass Harbor, Craig, Waterfall, Klawock, Hydaburg, and the other 
ports that have been mentioned from time to time in the hearings on H.R. 9124. 

Out of Juneau there are two boats that operate under similar conditions, the 
Forester and the Yakobi. These cover Hoonah, Angoon, and various other ports 
that have also been mentioned in these hearings. 

The absence of any specific data from KMCA makes it impossible for me to 
tell you just what ports they cover. I do know that Dahl Transportation Co. 
covers Pelican and Kake as well as Sitka and other ports in that area. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry W. CiLark, Vice President. 


STATEMENT OF Henry W. CLARK, VICE PRESIDENT, ALASKA STEAMSHIP Co. 


The Alaska Steamship Co. wishes to amplify testimony given at Juneau re- 
garding Senate bill 2669 which would extend for a period of 4 years the exemp- 
tion of certain cargo vessels from safety and manning requirements of existing 
Statutes. 

We wish to emphasize that Alaska Steamship Co. does not object to competi- 
tion from small boats or any other type of carrier. We do not deny that such 
so-called small boats may have a place in the transportation requirements of 
southeastern Alaska and we recognize that shippers of certain commodities 
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might be placed at a disadvantage if they were not able to use such small boats 
for certain of their transportation requirements. 

We believe undue emphasis has been given to the importance of these smal] 
boats to the smaller outports of southeastern Alaska, since we question whether 
such service to outports has actually been provided. However, we feel the 
committee will adequately investigate this factor. 

The Alaska Steamship Co. does object most strenuously to the competition of 
any corporation, organization, or group, which by virtue of special legislation 
ean drastically reduce its operating costs by specific exemption from statutory 
requirements which have been enacted for the protection of life, property, and 
the common good, and with which Alaska Steamship Co. must and does comply. 

We believe that the protection of life is important, whether that life is risked 
aboard a small boat or a legitimate common carrier. We note that lives endan- 
gered by careless or negligent vessel operation are not limited to those aboard 
the cargo-carrying vessel, but include all others navigating the same waters. 

We believe that if revenues presently earned by these small boats will not 
support compliance with laws that an adjustment in rates producing those 
revenues is indicated—not special legislation relaxing those laws. 

We believe that laws regulating common carriers have been enacted for the 
protection of the public—not to protect vessel operators, and certainly not to 
protect any single or special operator. We point out that any competitive ad- 
vantage given to any special operator, but denied to legitimate common carriers, 
can only tend to divert cargo and revenue from those common carriers, thereby 
weakening the regulated service and ultimately tending to deprive the public 
of the reliable and responsible service essential to economic development. 

We believe that if existing statutes are needlessly burdensome and impose 
costly but nonessential requirements on carriers then those statutes should be 
relaxed for the good of all rather than for the good of a limited few. 

In short, we believe in equal treatment for all before the law. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, LIBELLANT 
v. 
KETCHIKAN MERCHANTS CHARTER ASSOCIATION, AN UNINCORPORATED ASSOCIATION ; 
SouTHEAST ALASKA MARINE TRANSPORT Co., RAINIER Boat Co., INc.; M/V’s 
NOMAD, RUTH ANN, VITANIC AND COARL SEA, RESPONDENTS 


U.S. District Court, Western District of Washington, Northern Division, June 9, 1959 
In Admiralty—No. 16290 Consolidated 
(16290, 16295, 16322, 16323, 16324, 16325, 16326, 16327) 


REGULATION OF SHIPPING—114 U.S. STEAMBOAT INSPECTORS—1162. U.S. COAST 
GUARD—NAVIGATION AND CUSTOMS LAWS—17. PENALITIES AND FORFEITURES— 
INSPECTION 


An unincorporated association was formed for the purpose of providing water transporta- 
tion for the benefit of the merchants of southeast Alaska. Uninspected diesel screw 
merchant vessels of above 15 tons were regularly engaged in navigation between Seattle 
and ports of southeast Alaska carrying the freight of individual merchants at rates 
equivalent to those of the common carriers. Upon libel for penalties imposed by the 
Coast Guard for violation of 46 U.S. Code, sec. 404, held: Although demise charters 
were used to establish the relationship of the vessel owners and the shippers through 
the association, such document was not in fact a demise charter but merely an arrange- 
ment to carry out what was in fact a shipment of goods for hire on uninspected vessels 
in violation of the statute 


CHARLES P. Mortarty, U.S. Attorney, Kerr R. Feravson, Special Assistant to 
Attorney General JAcos A. MIKKELgzorG, Assistant U.S. Attorney (RicHarp Broz, 
Assistant U.S. Attorney on Brief), for Libellant. 

DONALD W. IRELAND (ALAN F. WOHLSTETTER and DENNING & WOHLSTETTER, 
on Brief), for Respondent. 

JOHN C. Bowen, D.J.: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 


I. That the M/V’s Vitanic, Ruth Ann, Nomad and Coral Sea were at all times 
material herein uninspected diesel screw merchant vessels of above fifteen (15) 
gross tons and not engaged in fishing and that each said vessel was within the 
Wetern District of Washington at the time of filing the libels herein consolidated 
and that each said vessel was within the jurisdiction of this honorable court. 
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II. That at all times hereinafter mentioned respondent Ketchikan Merchants 
Charter Association was and still is an unincorporated association doing busi- 
ness in Seattle, Wash., that at all times hereinafter mentioned respondent 
Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co. was and still is a corporation organized 
and existing under and by virtue of the laws of Alaska, having an office and 
place of business and doing business in Seattle, Wash., within the Western Dis- 
trict of Washington ; that at all times hereinafter mentioned respondent Rainier 
Boat Co., Inc., was and still is a corporation organized and existing under and 
py virtue of the laws of the State of Washington, having an office and principal 
place of business and doing business in Seattle, Wash., within the Western Dis- 
trict of Washington. 

IlI. (1) That on May 31, 1955 the M/V Nomad was regularly engaged in 
navigation between Seattle and ports of southeast Alaska, carrying and trans- 
porting on board freight consisting of goods and merchandise belonging to cer- 
tain individual merchants, members of respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter 
Association, said freight being neither the property of Ketchikan Merchants 
Charter Association nor all of its members but the title to which was in said 
certain individual merchants who happened to be those shippers whose freight 
was being carried on the voyage in progress on that date, or were the consignors 
or consignees of said member-shippers, all as alleged by the libel filed in cause 
No. 16290 ; 

(2) That on May 5, 1955, the M/V Vitanic was likewise engaged and under 
circumstances identical with those set forth in (1) above, all as alleged by the 
libel filed in cause No. 16295; 

(3) That on February 8, 1955, April 4, 1955, the M/V Vitanic was likewise en- 
gaged and under circumstances identical with those set forth in (1) above, as 
was M/V Ruth Ann on April 5, 1955, April 26, 1955, and May 8, 1955, as was 
also M/V Nomad on May 4, 1955, and M/V Coral Sea on May 8, 1955, all as 
alleged by the libel filed in cause No. 16322 enumerating the said seven seperate 
causes of action therein ; 

(4) That on May 23, 1955, the M/V Vitanic was likewise engaged and under 
circumstances identical with those set forth in (1) above, all as alleged by the 
libel filed in cause No. 16323 ; 

(5) That on June 12, 1955, the M/V Nomad was likewise engaged and under 
circumstances identical with those set forth in (1) above, all as alleged by the 
libel filed in cause No. 16324; 

(6) That on June 5, 1955, the MV Ruth Ann was likewise engaged and un- 
der circumstances identical with those set forth in (1) above, and as alleged 
by the libel filed in cause No. 16325; 

(7) That on June 19, 1955, June 26, 1955, and July 8, 1955, the MV Vitanic 
was likewise engaged and under circumstances identical with those set forth 
in (1) above, all as alleged by the libel filed in cause No. 16326 enumerating the 
said three separate causes of action therein ; 

(8) That on May 16, 1955, and May 20, 1955, the MV’s Nomad and Ruth Ann, 
respectively, were likewise engaged and under circumstances identical with those 
set forth in (1) above, all as alleged by the libel filed in cause No. 16327 enumer- 
ating the said two separate causes of action therein. 

IV. That on the 17 occasions between February and July of 1955, inclusive, 
as set forth in III above, said vessels while so engaged as detailed above were 
generally operated by the respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, 
the MV Vitanic being owned by respondent Rainier Boat Co., Inc., and under 
purported demise by said owner to respondent Southeast Alaska Marine Trans- 
port Co., said latter respondent purporting to subcharter to the general operator, 
respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, for carriage of freight 
for those several individual merchants, or their consignees or consignors, who 
desired such transport and paid the substantial equivalent of common carriage 
tariff rates for that purpose, said rates being paid on the basis of weight or 
cube of only such freight as actually shipped and irrespective of the number and 
identity of the other shippers for such voyage and irrespective of whether the 
sum of said rates so paid is more or less than the cost of conducting such voyage. 

V. That the freight being carried in navigation on each of said 17 occasions 
did not belong exclusively to respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Associa- 
tion, but belonged exclusively to those individual members who sought shipping 
service for the particular voyage then in progress; that the interest in the 
eight, goods, and merchandise so carried was a separate and not a joint 

terest. 
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VI. That the said vessels, on the aforesaid occasions and as was their cys- 
tomary practice, were engaged in carriage of freight at a per hundredweight and 
per cubic foot freight rate substantially equivalent to the existing rates of the 
common carrier serving southeastern Alaska and said rates were payable by 
the merchant shipper, his consignee or consignor, not as compensation for vegsge] 
rental but as compensation for the carriage of freight and was payable only if 
said freight was actually carried. 

VII. That operation of respondent association was accomplished from earn. 
ings of the said vessels from which funds the respondent association paid al] 
operating expenses including a sum representing vessel hire. 

VIII. That the several individual owners varied on each voyage and each of 
said occasions and voyages then in progress and said individual cargo owners 
were never the same entity or entities as the operator or charterer of the said 
vessels on those occasions aforesaid. 

IX. That the merchants and persons wishing to ship freight and whose freight 
was carried on the 17 occasions aforesaid did not in fact exercise any kind of 
management or have any possession of any of said vessels on the said occasions 
and voyages then in progress, nor did said freight owners have any actual part 
in manning, supplying or victualing any of said vessels on any of said occasions, 

X. That the respondents nor any of them never did in fact surrender full 
control over the use, management, and operation of any of said vessels to the 
purported demise or bare boat charterers, said purported charterers with re 
spect to MV’s Ruth Ann, Nomad, and Coral Sea being whichever merchants 
desired to ship their individually owned freight to or from southeastern Alaska 
on any of the said occasions, said purported charterers with respect to MV 
Vitanic being respondent Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co. and such 
merchants who desired shipment of their individually owned freight to or from 
southeastern Alaska through the services of the agent for respondent Ketchi- 
kan Merchants Charter Association and the representative of said respondent 
Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co., the same person acting in both capaci- 
ties at all times material herein; and that the general owners of all said vessels 
were knowledgeable parties to and participated in the employment of said 
vessels in the regular carriage of freight to and from southeastern Alaska for 
such merchants and indicated their interest in making shipments of goods on 
said vessels. 

XI. That respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association was formed, 
organized, and exists as an entity for the purpose of providing a water transpor- 
tation carrier facility for the benefit of the merchants of southeast Alaska, and 
respondent Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co., was organized contempo- 
raneously with the said association as a profitmaking entity for the purpose of 
supplying the vessels Ruth Ann and Nomad, said association as likewise was 
respondent Rainer Boat Co., Inc., and Coral Sea Boat Co., Inc., so organized and 
exist for the purposes of respectively supplying said Association the MV’s 
Vitanic and Coral Sea on a profitmaking basis. 

XII. That the plan of operating said vessels under arrangements and pur- 
ported agreements styled “demise” charters was a plan whereby each and all 
respondent vessel owners and operators were in fact acting through the same 
individual and employing such means for the purpose of accomplishing indirectly 
that which could not be done directly without being in violation of statute re 
lating to safety of life and property engaged in commercial navigation. 

XIII. That on each and all of the 17 occasions set forth above and the voyages 
in progress on said occasions, the said vessels, their respective respondent owners 
and operators, were duly and regularly assessed a penalty of $500 for each said 
occasion by the U.S. Coast Guard on the basis of that agency’s determination 
that said vessels were, while being navigated, engaged in the carriage of freight 
for hire between ports of southeastern Alaska, British Columbia, and the port 
of Seattle without being subjected to inspection in conformity with statute and 
regulations thereunder relating to safety of life and property at sea, 46 U.S.C. 
404, and therefore without being in possession of the valid certificate of inspec- 
tion required thereunder. 

XIV. That subsequent to notice rendered respondents herein, the Comman- 
dant, U.S. Coast Guard duly and regularly assessed 17 penalties for said viola- 
tions of 46 U.S.C. 404, as prescribed by section 497 thereof, against said 
respondents during the months of July and August 1955, said statutorily pre 
scribed penalties being in the sum of $500 each and in the total sum of $8,500, 
no part of which has been paid from the date of each said assessment and to 
date or at all. 
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XV. That respondents Rainier Boat Co., Inc., Ketchikan Merchants Charter 
Association, and Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co. were in fact engaged 
in carriage of freight for hire on each and all of said 17 occasions upon which 
statutory penalties were assessed by the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, and 
that the above-entitled causes as herein consolidated under cause No. 16290 are 
properly before the court, all requisite administrative proceedings having been 
heretofore completed. 

XVI. That a so-called memorandum of understanding was entered between 
the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard, and respondent association on February 
28, 1955, the effect of which purported an agreement between the parties thereto 
to cooperate in arranging a test case in regard to whether or not said association 
was operating in violation of 46 U.S.C. 404; that said association would use 
due diligence to bring the matter to a speedy decision on the merits, in consid- 
eration whereof the said Commandant set forth the intention to mitigate to a 
nominal amount all penalties assessed in event of decision favorable to the 
United States and adverse to said association; that said respondent association 
has failed to so do but the fault in not promptly bringing a test to issue as 
provided in said memorandum was a fault of libellant herein not less than a 
fault of respondent association. 

XVII. That in view of the so-called memorandum of understanding exe- 
cuted by and between the Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard and respondent 
association, there can equitably be only one penalty recovered against respondents 
herein and that is and hereby is found to be the sum of $500, for which are 
liable, jointly and severally, each and all of said respondents in cause No. 16323 
therein named as Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, an unincorporated 
association, Southeast Alaska Marine Transport Co., a corporation, and Rainier 
Boat Co., Inc., a corporation. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


I. That this court has jurisdiction of the subject matter and of each and all 
of the parties herein. 

II. The goods and merchandise carried by the respondents, the MV’s Vitanic, 
Ruth Ann, Nomad, and Coral Sea, constituted the carriage of freight for hire 
by respondents, and each and all of them named in the consolidated action herein, 
in violation of 46 U.S.C. 404. 

III. That although demise charters were used to establish the relationship of 
the owners of the respondent vessels and the shippers through the persons of 
respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, such document was not 
in fact a demise charter but merely a vehicle in writing authorizing, on the 
part of the respondent boatowners, the respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter 
Association to carry out what in fact was a shipment of goods for hire on their 
uninspected vessels in violation of 46 U.S.C. 404. 

IV. That there was not, in any case set forth in any of the consolidated libels, 
an instance in which a legally constituted bareboat charter was established. 
The legal effect of the plan was that Niels P. Thomsen was not only the agent 
of the owners of the vessel but was also the agent of all of the other contracting 
parties which therefore constituted one enterprise, every act of Niels P. Thomsen 
being the act of each and all of the respondents from the beginning to the end. 

V. That the said respondents named in the above-entitled action No. 1632: 
herein having without any wicked intent attempted to accomplish indirectly that 
which could not be lawfully accomplished directly and having acted in violation 
of law, are each of them jointly and severally liable to libellant United States 
of America for the amount of the penalty hereby fixed in the total sum of $500 
together with libellant’s taxable costs. 

VI. That although forms of demise charter were used to establish the rela- 
tionships of the owners of the respondent vessels and the shippers through the 
persons of respondent Ketchikan Merchants Charter Association, the carriage 
of freight for hire as here practiced by this method could not be accomplished 
lawfully so as to nullify or circumvent the law of Congress, namely, 46 U.S.C., 
section 404, prohibiting the shipment of goods for hire on uninspected vessels. 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Coast GUARD, 
Coast AND GEopETIC SuRVEY, AND NAVIGATION 


ComMMITTEE ON MrercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edward A. Garmatz (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. a0 

Present: Representatives Garmatz, Oliver, Johnson, Ray, Curtin, 
and Glenn. 

Staff members present: Bernard J. Zincke, counsel, and William 
B. Winfield, chief clerk. 

Mr. Garmatz. The meeting will come to order. 

The hearing this morning is on H.R. 5055, by Mr. Herlong, to 
convey to the city of St. Augustine, Fla., without restriction, prop- 
erty heretofore conveyed to that city for park purposes. The sub- 
committee will recall that we acted on the original legislation to con- 
vey the land tothe city for a park some time ago. 

(H.R. 5055 follows :) 


[H.R. 5055, 86th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To remove a restriction on the use of certain real property heretofore conveyed to 
the city of Saint Augustine, Florida, by the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Commerce is 
authorized and directed to convey to the city of Saint Augustine, Florida, with- 
out consideration therefor, all right, title, and interest of the United States in 
and to the real property heretofore conveyed to such city for public park 
purposes and described in section 2 of this Act, reserving to the United States 
a perpetual easement for beams of light across any part of such real property 
that may be between the lighthouse located on the Anastasia Island Light- 
house Reservation, Florida, and the sea. 

Sec. 2. The real property referred to in the first section of this Act is situ- 
ated in Anastasia Island, in the county of Saint Johns, in the State of Florida, 
and is more particularly described as follows: Commencing at General Land 
Office monument center of section 21, township 7 south, range 30 east, and being 
the southeast corner of Government lot numbered 2, thence north 1 degree 
00 minutes west along the east line of said lot 2, 321.43 feet to the point of 
beginning, thence south 89 degrees 00 minutes west across lot 2, 416.33 feet to 
the west line of said lot 2, thence north 7 degrees 54 minutes west along the 
west line of said lot 2, 825.0 feet, thence north 89 degrees 00 minutes east 
across lot 2 and parallel to the south line 514.24 feet to the east line of said 
lot 2, thence south 1 degree 00 minutes west, 819.03 feet along east line of 
said lot 2 to the point of beginning. 


Mr. Garmatz. The author of the bill is, as I said before, Mr. Her- 
long of Florida, who is here to make a statement. 
Mr. Herlong? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. A. SYDNEY HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTA. 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertone. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

So that the committee may be familiar with this bill, Mr. Chair. 

man, I would like to state that it relates to certain property located 
on Anastasia Island in St. Johns County, Fla., which is adjacent to 
St. Augustine. This was conveyed to thee ity of St. Augustine by the 
Secretary of Commerce pursuant to section 1 of the act of August 
27,1935, for park purposes. 

Now, ‘the intent of this bill is to remove this restriction on the use 
of the property in order that the city of St. Augustine may convey it 
to the St. Johns County Board of Public Instruction to be used for 
educational purposes in connection with their plans for the expan- 
sion of the school system. This property today lies adjacent to the 
new R. B. Hunt Elementary School, and the present plan calls for 
its use as a school playground. However, they expect in the near 
future that they may have to or would like to build school buildings 
on this property. 

I am sure that it is unnecessary to go into details with this com- 
mittee as to the effect of the tremendous population growth in my 
district and in our schools. I feel sure that the committee will con- 
cur in my belief that, where the local school authorities are willing 
and anxious to meet the needs of the schools, they should be en- 
couraged in any possible way. 

I may say that my district has grown since I have been in Congress 
from a population of some 286,000 to upward of 800,000 now, so 
that we have a tremendous problem in keeping our schools up with 
this growth. This is one way that the Federal Government can assist 
them in doing it without any strings attached. 

It is my belief that the proposed use of this property will serve 
the public interest a great deal more than its retention for park 
purposes. 

When I first introduced this bill in the 85th Congress, a question 
was raised as to whether these lands might not have reverted to the 
Government since it is a fact that they have not been used for park 
purposes for the period of 20 years specified in the basic law. I have 
not been able to get any clearcut answer to this question. Therefore, 
in order to cover this contingency as well as the primary purpose of 
the bill, this bill authorizes and directs the Secretary of Commerce 
to convey all the right, title, and interest of the United States in the 
property. 

It is noted that the Department of Justice in its report on this bill, 
dated October 6, 1959, advises that the bill should be amended to pro- 
vide for the conveyance by the Secretary of the Treasury rather than 
the Secretary of Commerce since the operation and custody of light- 
house properties now come under the jurisdiction of the Coast Guard, 
Treasury Department. Of course, I am anxious for this conveyance 
to be executed by the proper authority and I am agreeable to the 
amendment of the bill to conform with this Justice Department 
recommendation. 
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I would like to point out that there is no desire or intention in this 
pill to obstruct the operation of the nearby lighthouse, and my bill, 
therefore, perpetuates the easement for the lighthouse beams contained 
inthe previous deeds. 

I would urge your committee’s prompt action on this because time 
isof the essence. Our school needs this land. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Ottver. Is there any opposition to the bill ? 

Mr. Hertone. I do not know of any, sir. 

Mr. Ottver. Is there objection to this use of the property ? 

Mr. Hertone. No, sir. 

Mr. Garmarz. Mr. Ray? 

Mr. Ray. The Treasury Department suggests an amendment. Are 
you familiar with that? 

Mr. Hertone. Yes,sir. Itis perfectly all right. 

Mr. Ray. That amendment is agreeable to you? 

Mr. Hertone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Jounson. How much is involved in land here, Congressman ? 

Mr. Hertonea. It is in the bill there. I do not know exactly. 

Mr. JoHnson. It gives the metes and bounds but it does not give the 
aggregate amount of the land. 

Mr. Hertone. I do not have that figure available. It has already 
been transferred for park purposes. 

Mr. Jonnson. There is no opposition from the Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Hertonc. They are here to speak for themselves, but I do not 
suppose that there is as long as their easement is perpetuated for the 
lighthouse beam. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Glenn? 

Mr. GLENN. [ have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zincke. You state, Mr. Herlong, that this property is to be used 
for school purposes. I call attention to the report of the Secretary of 
the Treasury in which he says: “The removal of the restriction on use 
will enable the city to make commercial use of the property. In view 
of this, it seems only appropriate that the city of St. Augustine pay 
the United States for the fair value of the property.” 

In view of your statement, would it not be appropriate to remove 
the present restriction to park use and substitute a restriction to school 
use instead of general removal of the restriction ? 

Mr. Hertonc. That would be perfectly all right because there is no 
desire on the part of the city of St. Augustine to use it for commercial 
purposes. 

Mr. Garmatz. But it does not say so in the bill. 

Mr. Hertone. I think it just conveys without consideration all 
right, title, and interest of the United States into it. It is a quitclaim 
deed from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Garmatz. There would be no objection to putting in the word 
“education” or “school” ? 

Mr. Hertone. I would have no objection to that because that is the 
only purpose for which they intend to use it. They do not want to 
use it for commercial purposes. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you. 
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STATEMENTS OF COMDR. LOUIS SUDNIK, LEGAL DIVISION, AND 
REYNOLD J. MATTHEWS, OFFICE OF OPERATIONS, U.S. COAST 
GUARD 


Commander Supnik. My name is Commander Sudnik. I am from 
the Legal Division at Coast Guard Headquarters, and, although we 
have not prepared a statement on this, I would like to read into the 
record the Treasury Department’s views on the bill. 

Our principal concern with this legislation is that there be pre- 
served the efficient visual reception by vessels of the aid to naviga- 
tion located to the northward of this property. 

As Congressman Herlong has indicated, there is no objection to 
perpetuating this easement For beams of light across the roe 

There is a main navigational aid there which used to be called 
Anastasia Island light. It is now called St. Augustine Island light. 
I think it is about 161 feet tall and has a visibility of about 20 miles. 
It is a major aid. 

Inasmuch as the aid will be used in the future, it is vital that there 
be no buildings built tall enough on this land that would obstruct the 
vision so that, other than that, we have no objection to the bill. 

We have concluded ourselves that the enactment of this legislation 
will not affect access to the lighthouse property by Coast Guard per- 
sonnel for maintenance purposes and we have suggested that the bill 
be amended to assure that similar protection be afforded to any other 
aid to navigation with which we may replace or augment the present 
lighthouse. This could be accomplished through the addition of the 
words “or any replacement thereof or any other aid to navigation,” 
following the word “lighthouse” on page 1, line 10. 

In the event that this lighthouse is torn down and another one is 
put up, perhaps the wording of the bill might not cover that situation. 

Furthermore, in view of the present practice of putting up skeleton 
structures in some cases which are not technically called lighthouses 
and are referred to simply as aids to navigation, we would prefer to 
see this language be inserted so that we could replace this structure 
if, because of age or other reasons, it should be demolished or de- 
stroyed or something else happen to it. 

Mr. Garmatz. I think the author of the bill has no objections to 
that amendment. 

Commander Supnrx. There is one other matter on the use of the 
property. At the time that the Treasury Department wrote its com- 
ment on this bill, we were not aware of what use would be made of the 
property. We assumed that it would be used for commercial pur- 
poses in which event we felt that, of course, under those circum- 
stances, the United States should be reimbursed for the value of the 
property because it is quite a large piece. I do not know how many 
acres are involved but, in looking at a plot plan of the area, it 1s 
about probably 5 or 6 acres and it is located just to the southeast of 
the area. 

That, of course, is something for the committee to decide if the 
committee feels that the Government should be reimbursed for the 
fair market value of the property. 

Mr. Garmarz. I think you probably heard the suggestion that the 
words “school” or “educational facilities” be added to the bill. 








MISCELLANEOUS COAST GUARD BILLS 125 


Would that satisfy you that there will be no commercial buildings 
there? 

Commander Supnik. Well, as I say, it is up to the committee. I 
do not think the Coast Guard would object to the erection of any 
school buildings there as they certainly would not interfere with the 
light unless the buildings were in excess of 100 feet or something like 
that, in which event they would be prevented from building them that 
high anyway. 

believe that the reason that the phrase placed in the deed orig- 
inally, “for park purposes,” was so that the city would not use 
it for commercial purposes. They got the land for nothing from the 
Government, so that I believe that the Government felt that it ought 
to be left to the people. 

Mr. Garmatz.' You have heard the author testify that it is strict- 
ly for educational purposes. 

Commander Supnik. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Garmarz. Are there any questions / 

Mr. Ottver. Is there any need for language in here to make pro- 
visions for this access to the lighthouse or does the Coast Guard feel 
that this has been taken care of ¢ 

Commander Supnix. I do not believe se. I believe we have suf- 
ficient access to it now. Weown the land around the light. 

Mr. Oxiver. Thank you. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there any other installation other than the light- 
house on the land ¢ 

Commander Supnixk. No, there is just the lighthouse. 

Mr. Marruews. There is a dwelling there used by the former 
keeper. We have now leased the dwelling since this light is an auto- 
matic light and does not require constant attendance. 

Mr. JoHnson. You have no proposal of any other installation 
being placed on the property ? 

Mr. Matruews. Not at the present time, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Is the description of the location in line 1, page 
2, “the Anastasia Island Lighthouse Reservation,” sufficiently broad 
to cover any other mass that might be built in the future by the 
Coast Guard ? 

Mr. Marruews. To what do you refer ? 

Mr. Jounson. Page 2 of the act, line 1. 

Mr. Matruews. Yes, I think that is sufficiently well described so 
that we can identify it. 

There is only one Asastasia Island Lighthouse Reservation. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Commander. 

We will now take up H.R. 9084 to repeal certain retirement pro- 
motion authority of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, which will be 
the last bill. 

(H.R. 9084 follows :) 


[H.R. 9084, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To repeal certain retirement promotion authority of the Coast and Geodetic Survey 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Act of June 6, 1942 (ch. 
883, 56 Stat. 328, as amended (33 U.S.C. 864e) ), is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 2, This Act becomes effective on November 1, 1959. 
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Mr. Garmatz. Is there anyone here from Commerce on H.R. 9084? 

Captain Jerrers (K. B. Jeffers, captain, Coast and Geodetic Sur. 
vey, Assistant to the Director, Coast and Geodetic Survey). I am 
Captain Jeffers. I have nothing to add but I am here to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. Zincxe. In the 86th Congress, the authority to raise the grade 
to authorize a higher retirement pay of certain officers in the Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard was repealed. These were the go- 
called tombstone promotions. 

By omission, the Coast and Geodetic Survey was not covered, go 
that “tombstone” promotions can still exist here as they cannot in 
the armed services, and the purpose of this bill is to repeal the au- 
thority of the Coast and Geodetic Survey so that its rules will con- 
form to those of the armed services. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you. 

The subcommittee will now hear H.R. 6496, by our chairman, to 
extend the application of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to Guam, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. These were omitted from the amend- 
ments to this act made in connection with the Boating Act of 1958, 
This bill has already been passed by the Senate. 

(The bills, H.R. 6496 and S. 1712, follow :) 


(H.R, 6496, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To extend the application of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to certain possessions of 
the United States. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled. That subsection (c) of section 6 of 
the Federal Boating Act of 1958 approved September 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1754) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(e) Such Act of April 25, 1940 (46 U.S.C. 526-526t) is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“ ‘Seo. 22. (a) This Act shall apply to every motorboat or vessel on the naviga- 
ble waters of the United States, Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, and every motorboat or vessel 
owned in a State and using the high seas, 

““(b) As used in this Act— 

“*The term “State” means a State of the United States, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.’” 


[S. 1712, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To extend the application of the Motorboat Act of 1940 to certain possessions of 
the United States. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That subsection (c) of section 6 of the Fed- 
eral Boating Act of 1958, approved September 2, 1958 (72 Stat. 1754), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Such Act of April 25, 1940 (46 U.S.C. 526-526t), is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Seo. 22. (a) This Act shall apply to every motorboat or vessel on the 
navigable waters of the United States, Guam, the Virgin Islands, the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, and every motorboat or 
vessel owned in a State and using the high seas. 

“*(b) As used in this Act— 

“‘The term “State” means a State of the United States, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.’” 

Passed the Senate August 24, 1959. 

Attest: FEeL_ton M. JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 


Mr. Garmatz. I think we have here Mr, Kirkley S. Coulter, Legal 
Advisor to the Office of Territories, Department of the Interior, 
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STATEMENT OF KIRKLEY S. COULTER, LEGAL ADVISER, OFFICE OF 
TERRITORIES, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Coutter. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a Coast Guard bill. I 
came down in case the committee had any questions I could answer 
but we are not the primary sponsors for this bill. 

Mr. WINFIELD. They are just appearing for questions but do not 
wish to testify. 

Mr. Garmatz. Captain Broach, U.S. Coast Guard. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. CLAUDE H. BROACH, CHIEF, MERCHANT 
VESSEL INSPECTION DIVISION, ACCOMPANIED BY COMDR. LOUIS 
SUDNIK, LEGAL DIVISION, U.S. COAST GUARD—Resumed 


Captain Broacu. I am Captain Broach, U.S. Coast Guard, Chief 
of the Merchant Vessel Inspection Division. I do not have a pre- 
pared statement, sir. 

The transmittal letter from the Secretary of the Treasury under 
date of April 7, 1959, set forth the reason for requesting this leg- 
islation. 

The Federal Boating Act by omission removed from the provisions 
of the Motorboat Act of 1940 the requirement on motorboats in the 
possessions including the Virgin Islands, Guam, and Puerto Rico, 
of fire extinguishing equipment, safety features such as backfire ar- 
resters and the like on internally installed engines, the requirement 
for life preservers for all persons aboard, the requirement for opera- 
tors of motorboats carrying passengers for hire not otherwise subject 
to law to be licensed by the Coast Guard, and the feeling is very 
strong that we should have these motorboats in these waters subject 
again to the Motorboat Act. 

You will probably be interested in the fact of what we have done 
since September of 1958 when the law was repealed with respect to 
these waters. 

We have intensified considerably a safety program by shorts on 
television, shorts on radio, the Coast Guard auxiliary activities stress- 
ing the need and importance of life preservers, fire extinguishing 
equipment, and the like, on motorboats. 

We have, if I may use the word, “suppressed” any publicity indi- 
cating that vessels in those waters were not subject to the Motorboat 
Act, on a cooperative basis I might add, and we are quite concerned 
that there may come the case when we will have to face a showdown. 
We have not faced it as yet but we may have to face a showdown as 
to why not stop a man from reckless and negligent operation of a 
boat in these waters and why not require him to carry equipment. 

I believe I have nothing else to add, sir. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Oliver? 

Mr. Ottver. Mr. Chairman, having served in the Coast Guard with 
Commander and now Captain Broach, I want to express my approval 
of this legislation which is being brought up here. 

I know that the Department which he heads up is very active in 
trying to promote safety of life and property at sea and particularly 
inthe small boat area. 
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I certainly feel that this legislation is a deserving piece of legisla,” 
tion, particularly in view of the Captain’s testimony. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Ray. I have no questions. J 

Mr. Curtin. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if our counsel should refregh 
our recollection as to the reason that these territories were deleted from 
the bill when it was passed. There was some discussion and I do not | 
recall what it was. ! 

Mr. Zrncxz. I do not recall any discussion, Mr. Curtin, but I wil] 
check and let you know. 

Mr. Guenn. I thought there was some legal discussion at the ti 
some definition, and we thought we had better be careful and not get 
into any situation where we would be liable to get into the courts, 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, my question is an entirely legal one, ” 
whether there would be needed a companion bill to carry out the 7 
enforcement of this act, that is by amending the local code of the” 
Virgin Islands or Puerto Rico, or whether this, standing alone, is © 
sufficient. : nA 4 

Captain Broacu. It is sufficient. It was until the omission from ~ 
the act. 4 

Mr. Jounson. But they have separate codes, do they not, for the © 
Virgin Islands? ; 

Captain Broacn. Yes, sir. My understanding is that it is similar” 
to State laws which may also cover the same ground as the Federal law,” 

Mr. Jounson. You, of course, include in this measure the Virgin” 
Islands and Puerto Rico. They would not have to amend that code 
to give jurisdiction or the enforcement of this act. ‘i 

Commander Supn1K. No, the navigation laws of the United States © 
apply in the Virgin Islands and this is a navigation law of the United ™ 
States, so that it would apply in the Virgin Islands and supersede, you ™ 
might say, any law that there might be in existence. j 

There is not any, to the best of my knowledge. 4 

Mr. Jounson. There are specific penalties under this Boating Act,” 
are there not ? 4 

Commander Supnik. Yes, there are. j 

Mr. Jounson. Do I understand that that is in the local codes of © 
these possessions ? 4 

Captain Broacu. No, sir, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Jounson. You are relying, then, on our own United States 
Code? 

Commander Supnix. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Are there any other quesions ? 

Thank you, Captain and Commander. 

(Whereupon, at 10:25 a.m., the subcommittee proceeded to other 
business. ) 


x 








